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PREFACE

The Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (EIS/SEIR) for
the proposed South Orange County Transportation Infrastructure Improvement Project
(SOCTIIP) is provided in five volumes. This preface lists the contents of each Volume.

Volume 1
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.1 Introduction

ES.2 Project Objectives and Purpose and Need

ES3 Alternatives Considered

ES4 Coordination and Consultation

ES.5 Areas of Controversy and Unresolved Issues

ES.6 Intended Uses of the EIS/SEIR/Anticipated Discretionary Actions
ES.7 Summary of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Volume 2

TABLE OF CONTENTS

GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS

G.1 Acronyms for the Build Alternatives

G2 Other Acronyms

G3 Measurements

SECTION 1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT
1.1 Overview

1.2 Project History
1.3 Planning Background

14 Transportation Demand
1.5 NEPA/CWA Section Purpose and Need for the Project
1.6 Project Objectives

1.7 Ability of the Alternatives to Meet the Defined Purpose and Need and Project Objectives

SECTION 2.0 ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Introduction

2.2 No Action Alternatives

23 No Action Special Studies Scenanos

24 Comndor, AIO and I-5 Alternatives

2.5 Alternatives Evaluated and Eliminated from Further Study

SECTION 3.0 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

3.1 Overview of the Traffic and Circulation Study
32 Methodology and Assumptions for Operations and Construction
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33 Traffic Operations Analysis Scenarios

3.4 Operations Analysis Results

35 Impacts Related to Construction Related Traffic

3.6 Long Range Mitigation Measures

3.7 Special Issues

SECTION 4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND

MITIGATION MEASURES

4.1 Introduction

42 Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Land Use

43 Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Farmland

44 Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Socioeconomics and
Environmental Justice

4.5 Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

4.6 Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Noise

4.7 Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Air Quality

4.8 Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Floodplains, Waterways and
Hydrologic Systems

4.9 Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Water Quality

Volume 3

4.10  Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Wetlands and Waters of the
United States

4.11  Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Wildlife, Fisheries  and
Vegetation '

4.12  Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Threatened and Endangered
Species

4.13  Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Wild and Scenic Rivers

4.14  Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Coastal Barriers

4.15  Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to the Coastal Zone

4.16  Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Historic and Archaeological
Resources

417  Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Hazardous Materials and
Hazardous Waste Sites

4.18  Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Visual Resources

4.19  Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Energy

Volume 4

420  Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Earth Resources

421  Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Military Uses and Camp
Pendleton

422  Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Mineral Resources

423 Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Paleontological Resources

4.24  Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Public Services and Utilities

4.25  Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Recreation Resources

4.26  Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

4.27  The Relationship Between Local and Short Term Uses of Man's Environment and the Maintenance
and Enhancement of Long Term Productivity
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AVAILABILITY OF DOCUMENTS

The EIS/SEIR, the EIS/SEIR Appendices and the technical reports are available for review during regular
business hours at:

Transportation Corridor Agencies

125 Pacifica

Irvine, CA 92618

Phone: 949-754-3444

Hours: 8 AM to 5 PM, Monday through Friday.

San Clemente Information Center

209 Avenida Del Mar

Suite 102

San Clemente, CA 92672

Phone: 949-366-4941

Hours: Tuesday through Fniday, 9:30 AM to 5:00 PM and Saturday from 10:00 AM to 4:00 PM

Caltrans District 12

3331 Michelson Drive, Suite 300

Irvine, CA 92612

Hours: 9 AM to 3 PM, Monday through Friday.

These reports are also available at area libraries. Refer to the table on the following page for the locations
and operating hours of these libraries.

In addition, these reports may be purchased in either hard copy or on a compact disc (CD) by calling the TCA
at 949-754-3444.
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LOCATIONS WHERE THE SOCTIIP DRAFT EIS/SEIR WILL BE AVAILABLE

FOR PUBLIC REVIEW

Aliso Viejo Library

1 Journey

Aliso Viejo, CA 92656
949-360-1730

Mon-Thurs 9:00 - -9:00

Fri 9:00 -6:00, Sat: 12:00 ~ 5:00

Ladera Ranch Library
29551 Sienna Parkway
Ladera Ranch, CA 92694
949-234-5940
Mon-Thurs 10:00-8:00
Sat 10:00-5:00

Orange County Public Library Headquarters
1501 E. St. Andrew Place

Santa Ana, CA 92705

714-566-3000

Mon-Friday 8-5

Anaheim Central Library

500 West Broadway

Anaheim, CA 92805
714-765-1880

Mon-Fri 9:00-9:00, Sat 9:00-6:00

Laguna Beach Library

363 Glenneyre Street

Laguna Beach, CA 92651
949-497-1733

Mon-Wed 10:00-8:00

Thurs 10:00-6:00, Fri & Sat 10:00-5:00

Rancho Santa Margarita Library
30902 La Promesa

Rancho Santa Margarita, CA 92688
949-459-6094

Mon-Thurs 10:00-9:00

Fri & Sat 10:00-5:00

Canyon Hills Library

400 Scout Trail

Anaheim Hills, CA 92807
714-974-7630

Mon-Thurs 10:00 -9:00

Fri 10:00-6:00, Sat 10:00-5:00

Laguna Hills Technology Library
25555 Alicia Parkway

Laguna Hills, CA 92653
949-707-2699

Mon—Thurs 9-10:00 - -9:00

Fri & Sat: 10::00 — 5:00

San Clemente Library

242 Avenida De] Mar

San Clemente, CA 92672
949-492-3493

Mon-Thurs 10:00 -9:00

Fri & Sat 10:00-5:00, Sun 12:00-5:00

Costa Mesa Library

1855 Park Avenue

Costa Mesa, CA 92627

949-646-8845

Mon-Thurs: 10:00 — 9:00

Fri & Sat: 10:00-5:00, Sun: 12:00 ~ 5:00

Laguna Niguel Library

30341 Crown Valley Parkway
Laguna Niguel, CA 92677
949-249-5252

Mon-Thurs 10:00-9:00

Fri & Sat 10:00-5:00, Sun 12:00-5:00

San Juan Capistrano Regional Library
31495 El Camino Real

San Juan Capistrano, CA 92675
949-493-1752

Mon-Thurs 10:00-8:00

Sat 10:00-5:00, Sun 12:00-5:00

Dana Point Library
33841 Niguel Road
Dana Point, CA 92629
949-496-5517
Mon-Wed 10:00-9:00
Thurs 10:00-6:00

Fri & Sat 10:00-5:00

Laguna Woods Library
24264 EI Toro Road
Laguna Woods, CA 92653
949-639-0500

Mon-Fri 8:00-5:00

Santa Ana Library

26 Civic Center Plaza
Santa Ana, CA 92701
714-647-5250
Mon-Thurs 10:00-8:00
Sat 10:00-6:00

El Toro Library

24672 Raymond Way

Lake Forest, CA 92630
949-855-8173

Mon-Thurs 10:00-9:00

Fri & Sat 10:00-5:00, Sun 12:00-5:00

Mission Viejo Library

100 Civic Center

Mission Viejo, CA 92691
949-830-7100

Mon-Thurs 10:00-9:00

Fr1 & Sat 10:00-5:00, Sun 12:00-5:00

Tustin Library

345 E. Main Street

Tustin, CA 92780

714-544-7725

Mon-Thurs 10:00 -9:00

Fri & Sat 10:00-5:00, Sun 12:00-5:00

Foothill Ranch Library
27002 Cabriole Way
Foothill Ranch, CA 92610
949-855-8072

Mon-Thur 10:00-8:00

Sat 10:00-5:00

Newport Beach Central Library
1000 Avocado Avenue

Newport Beach, CA 92660
949-717-3800

Mon-Thurs 9:00-9:00

Fri & Sat 9:00-6:00, Sun 12::00-5:00

UCI Langson Library, Bldg. 102
University of California, Irvine
Irvine, CA 92697

(949) 824-6836

Mon-Thurs 7:30-11:00

Fni 7:30-9:00

Sat 10:00-9:00, Sun 10:00-11:00

Garden Grove Regional Library
11200 Stanford Avenue

Garden Grove, CA 92840
714-530-0711

Mon-Thurs 10:00-9:00

Fri & Sat 10:00-5:00

Oceanside Library

330 North Coast Highway
Oceanside, CA 92054
760-435-5600

Mon-Wed 10:00-8:00
Thurs-Sat 10:00-5:30

Yorba Linda Library
18181 Imperial Highway
Yorba Linda, CA 92886
714-777-2873
Mon-Thurs 9:00-9:00
Fri & Sat 9:00-5:00

Irvine Heritage Library

14361 Yale Avenue

Irvine, CA 92604

949-936-4040

Mon-Thurs 10:00 -9:00

Fri & Sat 10:00-5:00, Sun 12:00-5:00

Orange Library

101 N. Center Street
Orange, CA 92866
714-288-2400
Mon-Wed 10:00-9:00
Thurs-Sat 10:00-6:00
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GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS

G.1 ACRONYMS FOR THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES

A number of build alternatives for the South Orange County Transportation Infrastructure Improvement
Project were evaluated. The acronyms for the build alternatives (both alternatives removed from and
retained for further study) in the Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact

Report (EIS/SEIR) are listed below.

Far East Corridor-West Alternative
Far East Comdor-West-Initial
Far East Cornidor-West-Ultimate
Far East Cormidor-Modified Alternative
Far East Cornidor-Modified-Initial
Far East Cormidor-Modified-Ultimate
Far East Corridor-Complete Alternative
Far East Corridor-Talega Variation Alternative
Far East Commdor-Cristianitos Variation Alternative
Far East Corridor-Ortega Highway Variation Alternative
Far East Corridor-Avenida Pico Variation Alternative

Central Corridor-Complete Alternative
Central Corridor-Complete-Initial
Central Corridor-Complete-Ultimate

Central Corridor-Avenida La Pata Variation Alternative
Central Cormdor-Avenida La Pata Variation-Initial
Central Corridor-Avenida La Pata Variation-Ultimate

Alignment 7 Cornidor-Far East Crossover-Modified Alternative
Alignment 7 Corridor-Far East Crossover-Modified-Initial
Alignment 7 Corridor-Far East Crossover-Modified-Ultimate

Alignment 7 Corridor-Avenida La Pata Variation Alternative
Alignment 7 Corridor-Avenida La Pata Variation-Initial
Alignment 7 Corridor-Avenida La Pata Variation-Ultimate

Alignment 7 Corridor-Complete Alternative

Alignment 7 Corridor-7 Swing Variation Alternative

Alignment 7 Corridor-Far East Crossover Vanation Alternative

Alignment 7 Corridor-Far East Crossover (Cristianitos) Variation-

Alternative

Alignment 7 Corridor-Far East Crossover (Agricultural Fields)

Variation Alternative

Alignment 7 Corridor-Ortega Highway Variation Alternative

Arterial Improvements Only Alternative

Arterial Improvements Plus HOV and Spot Mixed-Flow Lanes on I-5 Alternative

I-5 Widening Alternative

*  These alternatives were retained for detailed evaluation in this EIS/SEIR.

FEC-W Alternative*
FEC-W-Initial *
FEC-W-Ultimate*
FEC-M Alternative*
FEC-M-Initial *
FEC-W-Ultimate *
FEC Alternative
FEC-TV Alternative
FEC-CV Alternative
FEC-OHYV Alternative
FEC-APV Altemative

CC Alternative*
CC-Initial*
CC-Ultimate*
CC-ALPV Alternative*
CC-ALPV-Initial*
CC-ALPV-Ultimate*

A7C-FEC-M Alternative*
AT7C-FEC-M-Initial*
A7C-FEC-M-Ultimate *
ATC-ALPV Alternative*
A7C-ALPV-Initial*
A7C-ALPV-Ultimate*
A7C Alternative
A7C-7SV Alternative
A7C-FECV Alternative
A7C-FECV-C Alternative

ATC-FECV-AF Alternative

A7C-OHV Alternative

AIO Alternative*
AIP Alternative

I-5 Alternative*
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G.2 ACRONYMS FOR THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVES

No Action Alternative-OCP-2000

No Action Alternative-Orange County Projections - 2000
No Action Alternative-RMV

No Action Alternative-Rancho Mission Viejo Development Plan

G3 OTHER ACRONYMS

AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standards

ac acre, acres

ACOE United States Army Corp of Engineers
AQMD Air Quality Management District
AQMP Air Quality Management Plan

ATRMP Arroyo Toad Resource Management Plan
Base Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton
BAT best available technology

BCT best conventional technology

BMP, BMPs Best Management Practice, Practices
BRMP Biological Resources Management Plan
CAA, CAAs Clear Air Act, Acts

Caltrans California Department of Transportation
CCA California Coastal Act

CCC California Coastal Commission

CCMP California Coastal Management Program
CCR California Code of Regulations

CDFG Califormia Department of Fish and Game
CDP Coastal Development Permit

CESA California Endangered Species Act
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act
CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CNDDB California Natural Diversity Data Base
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level

CO carbon monoxide

CSS coastal sage scrub

CTC California Transportation Commission
CTMP Construction Traffic Management Plan
CTP California Transportation Plan

CWA Clean Water Act

CZMA Coastal Zone Management Act

dB decibels

dBA decibels, A-weighted

DoD, DOD United States Department of Defense
DON United States Department of the Navy
DOT United States Department of Transportation
DSMP District System Management Plan

du, dus dwelling unit, dwelling units

EDB, EDBs extended detention basin, basins

EIR Environmental Impact Report
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Glossary of Acronyms

EIS
EIS/SEIR
EPA

ESA

ESA, ESAs
ETC

FESA

F/ETC TCA
FHWA

F.R.

FSTIP, FSTIPs

ft

FTC

FTC-N, FTC-North
FTC-S, FTC-South

Environmental Impact Statement

Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
United States Environmental Protection Agency

Endangered Species Act

Environmentally Sensitive Area, Areas

Eastern Transportation Corridor

Federal Endangered Species Act

Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor Agency

Federal Highway Administration

Federal Register

Federal State Transportation Improvement Program, Programs
foot, feet

Foothill Transportation Corridor

Foothill Transportation Corridor — North

Foothill Transportation Corridor — South

FTTP, FTIPs Federal Transportation Improvement Program, Programs
ha hectare, hectares

HC hydrocarbons

HOV, HOVs High Occupancy Vehicle, Vehicles

I initial

1-405 Interstate 405

I-5 Interstate 5

INRMP Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan

JPA Joint Powers Agency

Km, kms kilometer, kilometers

km® square kilometers

kph kilometers per hour

LEDPA Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
LOS, LOSs level, levels of service

LUE, LUEs Land Use Element, Elements

m meter, meters

MCB Marine Corps Base

MEP Maximum Extent Practicable level

mi mile, miles

MOU Memorandum of Understanding

MPAH Master Plan of Arterial Highways

mph miles per hour

MPO, MPOs metropolitan planning organization

MSAA Master Streambed Alteration Agreement

N/A not applicable or not available

NAC Noise Abatement Criterion, Criteria

NCCP Natural Community Conservation Plan

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
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Glossary of Acronyms

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service

NOA Notice of Availability

NOI Notice of Intent

NOP Notice of Preparation

NO, nitrogen dioxide

NOx nitrogen oxides

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NPL National Priorities List

NRHP National Register of Historic Places

O, ozone

OCP-2000 Orange County Projections — 2000

OCTA Orange County Transportation Authority

Pb lead

PC, PCs Planned Community, Communities

PPM Pacific pocket mouse

RMP Runoff Management Plan

RMV Rancho Mission Vigjo

ROC reactive organic compounds

ROG reactive organic gases

RTIP, RTIPs Regional Transportation Improvement Program
RTP, RTPs Regional Transportation Plan

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board

SAMP Special Area Management Plan

SANDAG San Diego Association of Governments

SCAB South Coast Air Basin

SCAG Southern California Association of Governments
SCAQMD South Coast Air Quality Management District
SEIR Subsequent Environmental Impact Report
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer

SIP State Implementation Plan

sm square meter, meters

SO, Sulfur dioxide

SOy Sulfur oxides

SOCTIIP South Orange County Transportation Infrastructure Improvement Project
SONGS San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station

SOSB San Onofre State Beach

SOW, SOWs Scope of Work, Scope of Works

sq km square kilometer

sq mi square mile

SR State Route

SR 91 State Route 91

SR 241 State Route 241

STIP. STIPs State Transportation Improvement Plan, Plans
SWMP Storm Water Management Plan

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
SWQCB State Water Quality Control Board
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Glossary of Acronyms

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board

TCA Transportation Corridor Agency, Agencies
T&E threatened and endangered

TSM Transportation Systems Management

U ultimate

U.S. United States

U.S.C., USC United States Code

USDOT United States Department of Transportation
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service
USMC Unites States Marine Corps

VHT vehicle hours traveled

VMT vehicle miles traveled

WoUS Waters of the United States

G4 MEASUREMENTS

The measurement units in this report are expressed in both metric and English units, with metric units
followed by English units in parentheses. For ease of translation, the following conversions are included
to allow the reader to better understand the measurements in the report.

English/Metric Conversion

Metric/English Conversion

AREA

AREA

1 square foot = 0.093 square meters
1 acre = 0.405 hectares, 4,047 square meters

1 square meter = 10.764 square feet
1 hectare = 2.471 acres

1 square mile (640 acres) = 2.59 square kilometers | 1 square kilometer = 0.386 square mile

LENGTH

LENGTH

1 inch = 2.54 centimeters

1 centimeter = 0.394 inch

1 foot = 30.480 centimeter or 0.305 meter -

1 yard = 0.914 meter

1 meter = 1.094 yards

1 mile = 1.609 kilometers

1 kilometer = 0.621 mile

H:\PROJ-ENV\SOCTIIP Screencheck [ SS4\Glossary-ES.doc G-5

April 16, 2004




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY




SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR Executive Summary

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.1 INTRODUCTION

This Executive Summary is the summary of the Environmental Impact Statement/Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (EIS/SEIR) for the proposed South Orange County Transportation
Infrastructure Improvement Project (SOCTIIP). This Executive Summary provides a condensed
version of the technical information discussed in the EIS/SEIR and includes references to the
complete sections of the environmental document for additional detailed analysis and discussion.

The EIS/SEIR describes the purpose and need for the proposed SOCTIIP; the alternatives being
considered to address the defined project purpose and need; and the potential environmental
impacts of those alternatives pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The EIS/SEIR is provided in five volumes
which contain the EIS/SEIR technical analysis and the EIS/SEIR technical appendices.
Technical reports prepared for the project analysis are also available for review, at locations
listed in the Table of Contents in the EIS/SEIR

The Foothill/Eastern Transportation Corridor Agency (TCA), a Joint Powers Authority (JPA), is
the project sponsor for the SOCTIIP, which is also referred to as the Foothill Transportation
Corridor-South (FTC-South). The TCA Board of Directors is composed of representatives from
the local government agencies in the area of benefit of the Foothill Transportation Corridor-
North (FTC) and the Eastern Transportation Corridor (ETC). Specifically, the TCA Board of
Directors who would certify the SEIR consists of Orange County Supervisors for the 3™, 4™ and
5" Districts and Council Members from the Cities of Mission Viejo, Irvine, San Juan Capistrano,
San Clemente, Orange, Anaheim, Santa Ana, Dana Point, Tustin, Yorba Linda, Rancho Santa
Margarita and Lake Forest.

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 1s the federal lead agency for the EIS, pursuant to
NEPA and associated federal rules, regulations and Executive Orders. The United States
Department of the Navy (DON), Marine Corps Base (MCB) Camp Pendleton is a Cooperating
Agency for the EIS under NEPA. The TCA is the lead agency for the SOCTIIP pursuant to
CEQA for the SEIR. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) is the state
highway agency that performs oversight for transportation projects sponsored by local agencies
and is a local responsible agency under CEQA for the SEIR.

ES.1.1 PROJECT HISTORY

The proposed southern extension of existing State Route 241 (SR 241) also referred to as the
Foothill Transportation Corridor-South (FTC-S), has been subject to planning efforts for
approximately 20 years. Final EIR 123, which was certified by the County of Orange in 1981,
resulted in a conceptual alignment for a transportation corridor facility being placed on the
County’s Master Plan of Arterial Highways (MPAH). The MPAH shows the alignment of the
existing SR 241 and a conceptual alignment for the FTC-S. Between 1989 and 1991, the TCA
prepared TCA EIR 3, pursuant to CEQA, for the selection of a locally preferred road alignment
for the FTC-S. TCA EIR 3 addressed the C and BX road alignments, developed as part of the
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alternatives analysis phase of the project, as the primary build alternatives. On October 10,
1991, the Modified C Alignment was selected by the TCA as the locally preferred alternative.
Subsequently, at the request of the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the
Modified C Alignment was slightly altered to avoid high quality scrub communities, protect
sensitive species and wildlife movement in the Sulfur Canyon area and minimize impacts to the
Pacific pocket mouse. As a result of these changes, this alignment was then renamed the CP

Alignment.

In 1996, as a result of the 1994 NEPA/Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 Integration Process
for Surface Transportation Projects, FHWA initiated coordination to implement the policies of
the Memorandum of Understanding for the NEPA and Section 404 Integration Process for
Surface Transportation Projects in Arizona, California and Nevada (MOU) in developing the EIS
and Section 404 permitting for the FTC-S. The NEPA/Section 404 MOU implements the
FHWA, United States Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) policies of improved interagency coordination and integration of the
NEPA and Section 404 procedures. The NEPA/Section 404 MOU applies to all projects needing
both FHWA action under NEPA and an ACOE individual permit under Section 404 of the CWA.
The signatory agencies to the NEPA/Section 404 MOU include FHWA, EPA, ACOE, USFWS,
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and Caltrans.

In March 1999, pursuant to the NEPA/Section 404 MOU, a purpose and need statement was
approved for the SOCTIIP. Between August 1999 and November 2000, the NEPA/Section 404
MOU signatory agencies developed a list of project alternatives to be evaluated in the EIS/SEIR.
It was during this process that the signatory agencies referred to the project as the South Orange
County Transportation Infrastructure Improvement Project or SOCTIIP. The NEPA/404 MOU
agencies and the TCA are collectively referred to as the "SOCTIIP Collaborative." In November
2000, the SOCTIIP Collaborative concurred on the Alternatives to be evaluated in the technical
studies and in August 2003 concurred on the Alternatives to be carried forward and evaluated in
the EIS/SEIR. These Alternatives are described in Section ES.3 of this Executive Summary and
are described in detail in Section 2.0 (Alternatives) of the EIS/SEIR. At this time, FHWA has
not identified a preferred alternative under NEPA and the TCA has not identified the locally
preferred alternative. All alternatives are evaluated equally in the EIS/SEIR.

ES.1.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT AREA

The study area for the SOCTIIP encompasses the southeast part of Orange County and the
northernmost part of San Diego County, and ten cities bordering or in the vicinity of Interstate 5
(I-5) between its confluence with Interstate 405 (I-405) in central Orange County and its
intersection with Basilone Road in San Diego County. The jurisdictions and agencies in the
study area are the County of Orange, MCB Camp Pendleton, California Department of Parks and
Recreation and the incorporated Cities of San Clemente, Laguna Niguel, San Juan Capistrano,
Laguna Woods, Dana Point, Laguna Hills, Rancho Santa Margarita, Lake Forest, Mission Viejo,
Aliso Viejo and Irvine. These local jurisdictions, communities and major land uses in the
SOCTIIP study area are shown on Figure ES.1-1. Figures and tables cited in this Executive
Summary are provided following the last page of text in this Executive Summary.
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ES.13 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The SOCTIIP proposes locating, constructing and operating transportation improvements in
southern Orange County as shown on Figure ES.1-2. Figure ES.1-2 also shows the existing
freeways and toll roads in southern Orange County. The SOCTIIP alternatives include six
corridor Alternatives to extend the existing FTC (SR 241 and also referred to as FTC-North)
from Oso Parkway to I-5 near the Orange County/San Diego County boundary or at an
intermediate point at an intersecting arterial road, one Alternative to improve existing and master
planned arterial highways and one Altemative to widen I-5 from the County boundary north to
the interchange with Interstate 405 (I-405). The alignments of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives
are shown in different colors on Figure ES.1-2.

The six corridor alternatives evaluated in the EIS/SEIR are the Far East Corridor-West (FEC-W)
Alternative (shown in lavender on Figure ES.1-2), Far East Corridor-Modified (FEC-M)
Alternative (purple), Central Corridor-Complete (CC, formerly referred to as the BX Alignment)
Alternative (yellow), Central Corridor-Avenida La Pata Variation (CC-ALPV) Alternative (light
orange), Alignment 7 Corridor-Far East Crossover-Modified (A7C-FEC-M) Alternative (green)
and Alignment 7 Corridor-Avenida La Pata Vanation (A7C-ALPV) Alternative (dark orange).
These six Alternatives, also referred to as the FTC-S or the corridor Alternatives, would extend
existing SR 241 south to I-5 or an intermediate point at an intersecting arterial road, with four to
eight lanes, on alignments from 14 kilometers (km, 9 miles (mi) to 26 km (16 mi) long. Each of
the corridor Alternatives has two phases, an Initial phase and an Ultimate phase. ~ The Imitial
phase of each Alternative would provide four lanes on the extension of SR 241; the Ultimate
phase of each Alternative would provide six to eight lanes on the extension of SR 241. The
Initial would be constructed now; the Ultimate, with more travel lanes, is not anticipated to be
needed, based on forecasted traffic demand, until after 2025. The TCA anticipates seeking
permits only for the initial phase of a corridor. Construction would take from 30 to 42 months,
depending on the alternative. The TCA would design and construct one of the six corndor
Alternatives.

The Arterial Improvements Only (AIO) Alternative would improve Antonio Parkway/Avenida
La Pata from Oso Parkway to Avenida Pico, to beyond its MPAH designation, providing one or
two additional lanes in each direction. The AIO Alternative is shown in blue on Figure ES.1-2.
This Alternative would take approximately 30 months to construct. No agency has been
identified for the implementation of the AIO Alternative.

The I-5 Widening (I-5) Alternative would provide additional general purpose, auxiliary and high
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes on I-5 from approximately 1-405 south to the County boundary
in south San Clemente. The I-5 Alternative is shown in red on Figure ES.1-2. This Alternative
would take approximately 42 months to construct. No agency has been identified for the
implementation of the I-5 Alternative.

In addition to the eight build alternatives identified above, two No Action Alternatives, which
assume different background land use levels, were also analyzed and are documented in the
EIS/SEIR.
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ES.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT AND PROJECT OBJECTIVES
ES.2.1 PROJECT NEED

The continued development of residential, commercial and industrial uses in south Orange
County and throughout the rest of the County has resulted in continuing traffic congestion in the
peak periods such that major travel routes experience very poor levels of service during these
periods. Based on the adopted General Plans and adopted regional forecasts, south Orange
County is anticipated to continue to experience growth in both residents and jobs. The total
number of residents in south Orange County in 2000 was 481,900; this is forecast to increase to
627,568 residents in 2025. The total number of employees in south Orange County 1s forecast to
increase from 207,193 employees in 2000 to 304,938 employees in 2025. The local
jurisdictions’ General Plans and the adopted regional demographic forecasts reflect this
anticipated growth. The MPAH identifies needed transportation infrastructure to support this
development. Committed, funded transportation improvements in south Orange County would
address some of the current and projected traffic demand in south Orange County. However,
additional transportation improvements, consistent with the MPAH, are needed to serve this
demand to ensure continued mobility for travelers and goods movement over the long term
planning horizon to 2025 and beyond. Without implementation of transportation improvements
consistent with the MPAH, there would be inadequate circulation infrastructure to provide
mobility on existing facilities, including I-5 and major arterials in south Orange County.

ES.2.2  NEPA PURPOSE AND NEED

As discussed earlier, in March 1999, pursuant to the NEPA/Section 404 MOU, a purpose and
need statement was approved for the SOCTIIP. The project purpose and need statement is
provided in Section 1.0 (Purpose and Need for the Proposed Project) in the EIS/SEIR.

In brief, as stated in the adopted purpose and need statement, “Transportation infrastructure
improvements are necessary to address needs for mobility, access, goods movement and
projected freeway capacity deficiencies and arterial congestion in south Orange County.
Freeway capacity deficiencies and arterial congestion are anticipated as a result of projected
traffic demand, which would be generated by projected increases in population, employment,
housing and intra- and inter-regional travel estimated by the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG) and the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG). The
purpose of the SOCTIIP is to provide improvements to the transportation infrastructure system
that would help alleviate future traffic congestion and accommodate the need for mobility,
access, goods movement and future traffic demands on I-5 and the arterial network in the study
area.”

Section 3.0 (Traffic and Circulation) in the EIS/SEIR provides a detailed discussion of the
existing and forecasted traffic conditions in the SOCTIIP study area, including detailed
information regarding existing and 2025 operating conditions on [-5. As shown in Section 3.0,
improvements in the subregional transportation system are needed, as described in the purpose
and need statement, to provide for improved levels of service (LOS) on I-5.
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The purpose and need statement also 1dentifies the following specific objective for the SOCTIIP:
“Improve the projected future LOS and reduce the amount of congestion and delay on the
freeway system and, as a secondary objective, the arterial network, in southern Orange County.
The overall goal is to improve projected levels of congestion and delay as much as is feasible
and cost effective. This may include strategies which lead to a reduction in the length of time
LOS F will occur, even 1f the facility will still operate at LOS F for a short period of time, if the
strategy will result in benefits to the traveling public and more efficient movement of goods
because it reduces total delay.” Section 3.0 provides detailed analysis of the potential
improvement in LOS on -5 under the various SOCTIIP build and No Action Alternatives.

ES.23 CEQA OBJECTIVES

Section 15124(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that the project description contain a clear
statement of the project objectives. These objectives are in addition to the Purpose and Need
Statement required under NEPA. The objectives of the SOCTIIP, consistent with guidance
provided in CEQA, are:

e Alleviate existing and future peak hour traffic congestion on the existing circulation network
in south Orange County.

e Provide benefits to the traveling public and more efficient movement of goods through a
reduction in the amount of congestion and delay in southern Orange County.

e Implement the Orange County MPAH by completing the transportation corridor system in
south Orange County, between existing SR 241 and I-5.

e Minimize through traffic use of the existing arterial highway network in south Orange
County by diverting traffic that cannot be accommodated on I-5 to a transportation corridor
level facility rather than arterial highways. The MPAH states that transportation corridors
will provide for efficient movement of traffic where projected volumes exceed major arterial
capacities.

e Provide an alternative access route between south Orange County and central and
northeastern Orange County to serve existing and developing employment centers and major
attractions.

e Provide an alternative access route between south Orange County and central and
northeastern Orange County for emergency evacuations and emergency service providers.

e Minimize adverse impacts related to community disruption, acquisition of residences and
businesses, noise and aesthetics.

e Mimimize adverse impacts to the environment while recognizing the conflicting demands of
different types of resources, regulatory requirements and environmental priorities in the study
area.
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e Develop a “priced alternative to HOV lanes” to implement the air quality benefits of
Transportation Control Measure (TCM)-01 in the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP),
the State Implementation Plan and the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). TCM-01
includes the toll road extension of the existing FTC-N as one of many transportation
improvements listed in the AQMP. The toll road corridor alternatives are a “priced
alternative to HOV lanes” which simply means that, rather than implementing HOV lanes as
part of the toll roads when first constructed, the HOV lanes can be delayed and tolls can be
used to partially control demand, and maintain high levels of service, on the toll roads in the
short term.

ES.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

As discussed in detail in the EIS/SEIR and in Section ES.4.2 (NEPA/Section 404 Memorandum
of Understanding), FHWA, USFWS, EPA and ACOE developed the Alternatives considered in
the EIS/SEIR in collaboration under the NEPA/CWA Section 404 Integration Process for
Surface Transportation Projects. The Alternatives evaluated in the EIS/SEIR are described
briefly below and are described in detail in Section 2.0 (Alternatives) in the EIS/SEIR.

At this time, FHWA has not identified a preferred alternative under NEPA and the TCA has not
identified the locally preferred alternative. All alternatives are evaluated equally in the
EIS/SEIR. Between the draft and final EISs/SEIRs, FHWA, the ACOE, Caltrans and the TCA
will identify the NEPA preferred/Section 404 least environmentally damaging practicable
alternative alignment to achieve the NEPA project purpose and need and the Section 404 basic
project purpose.

ES.3.1 ALTERNATIVES
Three categories of alternatives are evaluated in the EIS/SEIR:

e Six corridor Alternatives which propose a southern extension of existing SR 241 from Oso
Parkway to I-5 in the vicinity of San Clemente. The northern segment of the FTC,
commonly referred to as the FTC-North (FTC-N), is currently operating as a toll facility
from Oso Parkway north to the ETC which extends north to State Route 91 (SR 91). These
six corridor alternatives are described and evaluated in detail in the EIS/SEIR. These
corridor Alternatives would be operated as toll facilities. The six corridor Alternatives are
the FEC-W, FEC-M, CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-FEC-M and A7C-ALPV Alternatives.

e Two non corridor Alternatives which propose improvements or enhancements to existing I-5
and/or to MPAH arterials in south Orange County. The two non corridor alternatives are the

I-5 and the AIO Alternatives.

e Two No Action Alternatives under which no corridor alignments, SOCTIIP I-5 or SOCTIIP
arterial transportation improvements would be implemented in south Orange County.

The general alignments of these eight build alternatives are shown on Figure ES.1-2.
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The EIS/SEIR evaluates the following SOCTIIP build and No Action Alternatives:

Far East Corridor Alignment Alternatives

Far East Corridor-West (FEC-W) Alternative: extension of existing SR 241 south from Oso
Parkway to I-5 at the County line; four mixed flow lanes for the Initial; eight lanes (six mixed
flow and two HOV) for the Ultimate; approximately 26 km (16 mi) long. The alignment of the
FEC-W Alternative is shown in lavender on Figure ES.1-2.

Far East Corridor-Modified (FEC-M) Alterative: extension of existing SR 241 south from Oso
Parkway to I-5 at the County line; four mixed flow lanes for the Initial; eight lanes (six mixed
flow and two HOV) for the Ultimate; approximately 26 km (16 mi) long. The alignment of the
FEC-M Alternative is shown in dark purple on Figure ES.1-2. The location of this Alternative
closely resembles the CP Alternative that was the locally preferred alternative adopted by the
TCA Board of Directors in 1991.

Central Cornidor Alignment Alternatives

Central Comidor-Complete (CC, formerly referred to as the BX Alignment) Alternative:
extension of existing SR 241 south from Oso Parkway to I-5 at Avenida Pico in San Clemente;
four mixed flow lanes for the Initial; eight lanes (six mixed flow and two HOV) for the Ultimate
approximately 19 km (12 mi) long. The alignment of the CC Alternative is shown in yellow on
Figure ES.1-2.

Central Cormdor-Avenida La Pata Varnation (CC-ALPV) Alternative: extension of existing SR
241 south from Oso Parkway to Avenida La Pata in San Clemente; four mixed flow lanes for the
Initial; eight lanes (six mixed flow and two HOV) for the Ultimate; approximately 14 km (8.7
mi) long. The alignment of the CC-ALPV Alternative is shown in light orange on Figure ES.1-
2.

Alignment 7 Comdor Alignment Alternatives

Alignment 7 Corridor-Far East Crossover-Modified (A7C-FEC-M) Alternative: extension of
existing SR 241 south from Oso Parkway to I-5 at the County line; four mixed flow lanes for the
Initial; eight lanes (six mixed flow and two HOV) for the Ultimate; approximately 26 km (16 mi)
long. The alignment of the A7C-FEC-M Alternative is shown in green on Figure ES.1-2.

Alignment 7 Comdor-Avenida La Pata Variation (A7C-ALPV) Alternative: extension of
existing SR 241 south from Oso Parkway to Avenida La Pata I-5 at the County line; four mixed
flow lanes for the Initial; eight lanes (six mixed flow and two HOV) for the Ultimate; 14 km (9
mi) long. The alignment of the A7C-ALPV Alternative is shown in dark orange in Figure ES.1-
2.
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Arterial Improvements Alternative

Arterial Improvements Only (AIOQ) Alternative: expansion of Antonio Parkway/Avenida La Pata
between Oso Parkway and just south of Camino Las Ramblas, with the addition of one lane in
each direction, beyond the MPAH designations for this road segment. The improved segment
between San Juan Creek Road and Avenida Pico would have a total of six travel lanes, and the
improved segment from Oso Parkway to San Juan Creek Road would have a total of eight travel
lanes. Smart Street/Transportation Systems Management (TSM) improvements would be
constructed in the existing rights-of-way on Avenida Pico, Camino Las Ramblas, on Ortega
Highway between Antonio/La Pata and I-5, and on Avenida La Pata between Avenida Pico and
south of Camino Las Ramblas, under the AIO Alternative.

1-5 Widening Alternative

HOV and Mixed Flow Lanes on I-5 (I-5) Alternative: addition of one HOV lane in each
direction and one or two mixed flow lanes in each direction on I-5 from south of Las Flores to
south of Cristianitos Road, and auxiliary lanes in some locations on this segment of I-5. The
alignment of the [-5 Alternative is shown in red on Figure ES.1-2.

No Action Alternatives

Based on consideration of the No Action/No Project Alternative requirements under NEPA and
CEQA and demographic and land use factors described in detail in Section 2.0 (Alternatives) in
the EIS/SEIR, two No Action Alternatives were defined for evaluation in the EIS/SEIR. These
two No Action Alternatives vary in the number of dwelling units (dus) assumed on the Rancho
Mission Viegjo (RMV) property and in the on site circulation improvements assumed to support
the development on RMV. These No Action Alternatives are:

No Action Alternative-OCP-2000. This No Action Alternative assumes:

e Build out of the Land Use Elements (LUEs) of the General Plans for the cities and
unincorporated Orange County.

e Use of the Orange County Projections-2000 (OCP-2000), the regionally adopted
demographic forecasts for Orange County. These forecasts assume build out development of
approximately 21,000 dus on the RMV property by 2025.

e Build out of the MPAH, with all arterials constructed to their ultimate cross sections
consistent with the MPAH, with the exception of the FTC which would not be extended
south of its existing terminus at Oso Parkway under this No Action Alternative.

e Build out of the 2001 RTP improvements in South Orange County.

e An on site circulation system on the RMV property, to support the 21,000 dus forecasted in
OCP-2000.
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No Action Alternative-RMV Development Plan. This No Action Alternative assumes the same
background land use and circulation system conditions as described earlier for the No Action
Alternative-OCP-2000, with the following differences:

e OCP-2000 population and employment projections for 2025, with modifications. Under this
No Action Alternative, 14,000 dus are assumed to be developed on the RMV, as proposed by
the RMV Company, rather than the 21,000 dus in OCP-2000.

e An on site circulation system on the RMV property, to support the 14,000 dus proposed by
the RMV Company.

The No Action Alternatives with different land use assumptions were requested by the regulatory
agency members of the SOCTIIP Collaborative. It was of interest to those members to compare
different numbers of dus and different levels of MPAH traffic improvements under these No
Action Alternatives.

ES3.2  OTHER MAJOR GOVERNMENTAL ACTIONS IN THE PROJECT AREA

The following three major projects are planned in the SOCTIIP study area: the proposed
development of the remaining part of the RMV property, the Southern Subregion Natural
Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) and the Special Area Management Plan (SAMP). The
RMYV development proposal, the NCCP and the SAMP are being planned cooperatively.

The proposed development on RMV includes General Plan and zoning amendments for the
9,254 ha (22,850 ac) Ranch property, to allow a mixture of residential, commercial, employment
and open space uses. In 2001, conceptual land use plans for RMV were submitted to the County
proposing 14,000 dus in a community of mixed use villages on the 9,254 hectare (ha, 22,850
acre(ac) property. The village concept combines high and low density residential, commercial
and office uses into integrated areas. The Ranch Plan proposes development on approximately
40 percent of the ranch with the remainder left in open space. These proposed conceptual plans
are preliminary, have not received federal, state or County approvals, and are presently
undergoing environmental review. The environmental documentation process was initiated with
the release of a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to prepare an EIR on February 24, 2003 by the
County of Orange.

The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) will oversee the compliance of the RMV
development with the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) through the NCCP and
watercourse alteration through the Master Streambed Alteration Agreement (MSAA) pursuant to
Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code. The USFWS and the ACOE are
engaged, in a cooperative effort, in overseeing compliance with the Federal Endangered Species
Act (ESA) through the preparation of the NCCP/Habitat Conservation Plan (50 C.F.R. Section
13.0) and the CWA through the Section 404 Permit Process (33 C.F.R. Section 230). The
primary undeveloped area in south Orange County is RMV, which is why the NCCP and SAMP
plans are being concurrently processed with the RMV development proposal. Although there are
a multitude of federal and state agencies involved in the planning process, the County of Orange
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is the lead agency, in cooperation with CDFG, for the preparation of the Southern Subregion
NCCP.

The USFWS and ACOE held informational meetings in 2002 and early 2003 on the resource
planning for the South Subregion NCCP and SAMP. Ten candidate plans were presented which
ranged from development reflecting the RMV proposal to a very low density of development
over a very limited development area. According to the County’s website for the South Orange
County Coordinated Planning Process, these alternative plans will be evaluated in each of the
Southern NCCP and SAMP environmental studies. The South NCCP area has been the subject
of ongoing study for nearly a decade and the study of the ten candidate plans is now underway.
A Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS for these efforts was published in August 2001.
These study efforts will influence and shape development on RMV as well as other land in the
SOCTIIP study area. Although related because they are in the same geographic area, the RMV
development plan, the Southern NCCP and the SAMP are separate projects that will have
separate environmental documents. Those environmental documents will be prepared by the
respective lead agency for each project and these lead agencies have been coordinating and will
continue to coordinate with one another on these planning and study efforts.

In addition, a draft SAMP prepared for the San Juan Creek and San Mateo Creek watersheds in
1999 is discussed in the EIS/SEIR because it is relevant to the study area. The draft SAMP
prepared in 1999 for the San Juan Creek and parts of the San Mateo Creek Watersheds by the
ACOE consists of a comprehensive wetland planning effort. The 1999 draft SAMP provides
identification and characterization of the aquatic resources, evaluation of alternatives for impacts
to aquatic resources, and identification of the aquatic resources reserve program in these
watersheds. The 1999 draft SAMP identifies wetlands and Waters of the United States (WoUS)
by probability, as well as uplands and unregulated areas.

These projects, and other planned projects in the SOCTIIP study area, are described in more
detail in Sections 1.3.7 (Other Major Governmental Actions in the Project Area) and 5.1
(Overview of Cumulative Projects) in the EIS/SEIR.

ES.3.3 CONSISTENCY WITH TRANSPORTATION PLANNING PROGRAMS

The SOCTIIP Alternatives were evaluated for consistency with existing federal, state and
regional transportation planning programs as required under NEPA and CEQA. These federal,
state and regional transportation planning programs are used by the applicable agencies for
consideration of planning, funding and implementation of transportation improvements
throughout southern California. The consistency of the SOCTIIP Alternatives with applicable
federal, state and regional transportation planning programs is discussed in this Section, based on
the descriptions of each Alternative (alignment, connection to I-5 and number of lanes).

The Federal State Transportation Improvement Program (FSTIP) and the Federal Transportation
Improvement Program (FTIP) carry out the California Transportation Plan (CTP). The FSTIP is
compiled by the California Transportation Commission (CTC) from the Regional Transportation
Improvement Programs (RTIPs) prepared by the regional Metropolitan Planning Organizations
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(MPOs). An alignment similar to the alignment of the FEC-M Alternative is included in the
FSTIP.

The FTIP is compiled by FHWA from the State Transportation Improvements Programs (STIPs).
An alignment of the FTC-S similar to the FEC-M alignment is included in the FTIP. It is
anticipated that any SOCTIIP Alternative which proposes an extension of SR 241 from Oso
Parkway to I-5 would be consistent with the FTC-S as defined in the FTIP.

The District System Management Plan (DSMP) provides multi-modal, multi-jurisdictional
systems strategies for evaluating and recommending improvements to the transportation system.
The DSMP was adopted in 1989. It includes an alignment for the FTC-S consistent with the
alignment of the FEC-M Alternative. It is anticipated that any SOCTIIP Alternative which
proposes an extension of SR 241 from Oso Parkway to 1-5 would be consistent with the FTC-S
as defined in the DSMP.

SCAG 1s the federally designated MPO for the six county region which includes Imperial, Los
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino and Ventura Counties. As the MPO, SCAG is
required to adopt and pertodically update a RTP. SCAG also prepares and implements the RTIP
and the regional Growth Management Projections. The FTC-S is shown in the 2001 RTP as an
extension of the existing FTC-N from the San Diego County line to Oso Parkway, with two
mixed flow lanes in each direction by 2010 and two additional mixed flow lanes in each
direction by 2015. An alignment similar to the alignment of the FEC-M Alternative is mapped
in the RTP as a programmed part of the transportation network baseline and is assumed in the
modeling for the RTP.

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) is the air pollution control agency
for the four-county region including Los Angeles and Orange Counties and parts of Riverside
and San Bernardino Counties. An alignment similar to the alignment of the FEC-M Alternative
1s included in the Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) and in the modeling for the AQMP.
As defined in the AQMP and the AQMP modeling, the FTC-S is described as an extension of SR
241 from Oso Parkway to I-5. Therefore, it is anticipated that any SOCTIIP Alternative which
proposes an extension of SR 241 from Oso Parkway to I-5 would be consistent with the AQMP
and the AQMP modeling.

SANDAG is the state and federally designated MPO responsible for regional transportation
planning for San Diego County. SANDAG prepares and implements two regional plans: the
RTP and RTIP for San Diego County. An alignment similar to the FEC-M alignment is included
i the SANDAG RTP. As defined in the SANDAG RTP, the FTC-S is described as an extension
of SR 241 from Oso Parkway to I-5. Therefore, it is anticipated that any SOCTIIP Alternative
which proposes an extension of SR 241 from Oso Parkway to I-5 would be consistent with the
FTC-S as defined in the SANDAG RTP.

The Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) develops and implements unified
transportation programs and services for Orange County. OCTA administers the County’s
MPAH. Projects must be on the MPAH to be implemented. The FTC-S is shown on the MPAH
on an alignment similar to the FEC-M alignment. As shown conceptually on the MPAH, the

FAPROJ-ENVISOCTIIP Screencheck Il SSA\Executive Summarv.doc ES-11
April 26, 2004



SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR Executive Summary

FTC-S 1s described as an extension of SR 241 from Oso Parkway to I-5. Therefore, it is
anticipated that any SOCTIIP Alternative which proposes an extension of SR 241 from Oso
Parkway to I-5 would be consistent with the FTC-S as shown on the MPAH.

It 1s anticipated that the Altematives which propose improvements other than to SR 241, which
are the AIO, I-5 and No Action Alternatives, or which do not extend SR 241 all the way to I-5
(CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternatives) would not be considered consistent with the FTC-S as
assumed in these regional transportation plans.

ES.3.4  SECTION 4(F) REQUIREMENTS AND ALTERNATIVES

Section 303(c) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 U.S.C. Section 303,
“Section 4(f)”) requires agencies of the United States Department of Transportation, when
carrying out transportation programs or projects, to avoid impacts to certain parklands, recreation
areas, historic sites, and wildlife refuges of national, state, or local significance. Specifically,
Section 4(f) provides that the Secretary of Transportation may approve a transportation program
or project “requiring the use of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation areas or wildlife
and waterfowl refuge, or land of an historic site of national, state or local significance only if
there is no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land, and the program or project includes
all possible planning to minimize harm to the resource resulting from the use.”

Section 4(f) applies to “publicly owned land of a public park, recreation areas or wildlife and
waterfowl refuge, or land of an historic site of national, state, or local significance.” Publicly
owned land is considered to be a park, recreation area or wildlife and waterfowl refuge when the
land has been officially designated as such or when the federal, state or local officials having
jurisdiction over the land determine that one of its major purposes or functions is for park,
recreation or refuge purposes. Section 4(f) applies to historic properties and archeological
resources only when the resource is included on, or eligible for, the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) and 1s important for preservation in place. Any part of a publicly owned park,
recreation area, wildlife refuge or historic site is presumed to be significant unless there is a
statement of insignificance relative to the whole park by the federal, state or local official having
junisdiction over that resource.

Consistent with this regulation, Section 4(f) analysis is required by FHWA to address the
potential impacts of alternatives related to publicly owed land of a public park, recreation area,
or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state or local significance, or land of an historic site
of national, state or local significance. All the SOCTIIP build Alternatives result in potential use
of Section 4(f) resources. In the EIS/SEIR, use is defined as the acquisition of property from a
Section 4(f) resource. Some resources have been avoided based on the preliminary design of the
Alternatives. However, the use of the remaining resources cannot be avoided by the SOCTIIP
build Altematives, as discussed in detail in Appendix H (Section 4(f) Evaluation) in the
EIS/SEIR.
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ES.3.5 ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED AND ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER STUDY

Over the last approximately two decades, a wide range of corridor and road, transportation
systems management and transit alternatives has been considered in south Orange County.
These alternatives are discussed in detail in Section 2.5 (Alternatives Evaluated and Eliminated
from Further Study) in the EIS/SEIR. The SOCTIIP Collaborative considered a wide range of
build alternatives in developing the list of alternatives evaluated in the EIS/SEIR. Alternatives
considered by the Collaborative but eliminated from detailed consideration in the EIS/SEIR, as
described in detail in Section 2.5 of the EIS/SEIR, are described in this Section.

ES.3.5.1 Corridor Variations on Camp Pendleton

In 1988, the Marine Corps stated their position regarding the potential for construction of a
corridor project on Camp Pendleton land (Commandant of the Marine Corps (Gray) letter to
TCA, May 23, 1988). The Marine Corps agreed, in consultation with the TCA, to the evaluation
of one potential alignment of the southern extension of the FTC on the Base subject to several
conditions including the stipulation that any toll road alignment on Camp Pendleton must not
impact or interfere with the operational flexibility of the Marine Corps Mission at that Base. In
1992, the TCA , Camp Pendleton, the City of San Clemente and the State Parks Department
mutually agreed on one alignment for the FTC toll road on the Base (“Statement of Intent
Regarding Foothill Transportation Corridor Oso Parkway to I-5, Modified C Alignment,” March
4, 1992). That alignment, previously known as the Modified-C alignment, then later the CP
alignment and now referred to as the Far East Corridor alignment, represents the one and only
alignment which meets the Marine Corps’ 1988 stipulations for constructing a corridor project
on Camp Pendleton. This document recited the respective opinions and positions of each of
these organizations with respect to the Modified C Alignment Alternative, in the event that this
alternative were to be certified as environmentally superior and selected by the TCA Board of
Directors as the locally preferred alternative. That Statement of Intent required those agencies to
participate in ongoing discussions regarding mitigation, final design and the scope of the EIS
analysis. Since the 1988 Commandant Letter and the 1992 Statement of Intent, the Marne
Corps has consistently maintained that no alignment other than the previously agreed to
Modified-C alignment (now the FEC-Complete Alternative) would be permitted on Camp
Pendleton.

The alignment, identified in the 1992 Statement of Intent, previously and known at that time as
the Modified-C alignment, then later the CP alignment, and now referred to as the Far East
Corridor alignment, represents the one and only alignment which meets the Marine Corps’ 1988
stipulations for constructing a corridor project on Camp Pendleton. The FEC-M, FEC-W and
A7C-FEC-M Alternatives meet the 1988 and 1992 stipulations for constructing a corridor on
Camp Pendleton. The Agricultural Fields (AF) and Cristianitos Variation (CV) alignments
which extend further south into the Base do not meet those stipulations.

In June 1992, FHWA and Camp Pendleton signed a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) which
established agreed upon the principles of organization and coordination in the funding, scoping,
preparation, public participation, review and approval of the EIS on only those matters of interest
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to the Department of the Navy for the EIS process with Camp Pendleton as a cooperating
agency. The MOA also required the establishment of a Quality Assurance Program. The TCA
and Caltrans concurred in the MOA.

Based on the longstanding Marine Corps position allowing consideration of only the FEC
alignment on the Base, consistent with the 1992 “Statement of Intent” and the June 1992 MOA
with the TCA, the Marine Corps, as a cooperating agency on this EIS/SEIR, has indicated that
the AF and CV alignments are not feasible and could not be built on the Base. In 2002, FHWA
concurred that corridor Alternatives containing the AF and CV segments are infeasible and that
they should not be evaluated in detail in the EIS/SEIR. In July 2003, the Collaborative
concurred with the removal of the Far East Corridor-Cristianitos Variation (FEC-CV), Far East
Corndor-Agricultural Fields Variation (FEC-AFV), Alignment 7 Corridor-Far East Crossover
(Cristianitos) Variation (A7C-FECV-C) and Alignment 7 Corridor-Far East Crossover
(Agricultural Fields) Variation (A7C-FECV-AF) Alternatives from detailed consideration in the
EIS/SEIR.

ES.3.5.2 Other Build Alternatives

In June, July and August 2003, the Collaborative considered the wide range of Alternatives
analyzed in the technical reports and specifically considered each Alternative for advancement
into or elimination from detailed evaluation in the EIS/SEIR. To compare the Alternatives,
parameters for evaluating each alternative were developed by the Collaborative members and the
TCA. These parameters were specifically related to biological resources, (riparian resources,
coastal sage scrub (CSS) and coastal California gnatcatcher), traffic, socioeconomics (acquisition
of residential units), project costs and cost effectiveness. Each Alternative was ranked based on
its performance for each measure, in comparison to the performance of the other Alternatives for
that measure. All the build alternatives evaluated by the Collaborative in this process are shown
on Figure ES.3-1. Based on this evaluation and comparison process, the Collaborative agreed to
eliminate ten Alternatives from detailed consideration in the EIS/SEIR. The eliminated
Alternatives and a brief summary of why each Alternative was eliminated are described below.

Far East Corridor (FEC) Alternative. The FEC Alternative performed the worst when evaluated
for impacts to riparian resources, CSS and gnatcatchers; moderately well for congestion relief on
I-5; well in total hours of total travel time savings; moderately related to total project costs; and
moderately well on cost per hour of travel time saved and it displaces no residences. Based on
the poor performance of the FEC Alternative for the biological resource measures and the
availability of similar Alternatives which perform well on the traffic, socioeconomics and costs
measures and better on the biological resource measures, the Collaborative agreed to delete the
FEC Alternative from consideration in the EIS/SEIR. The FEC-M and FEC-W Altermnatives,
described earlier, were substituted for the FEC Alternative and were carried forward for detailed
consideration in the EIS/SEIR. The FEC-M and FEC-W Alternatives are refinements of the FEC
Altemative. For further discussion of the alternatives refinement process, refer to Section
ES.4.3.3 later in this Executive Summary.

Far East Corridor-Talega Varation (FEC-TV) Alternative. This Alternative performed poorly
for impacts to waters of the United States; moderately in impacts to CSS; very high in impacts to
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gnatcatchers; moderately well for congestion relief on I-5; moderately for hours of travel time
saved and for the total project cost; moderately well for the cost per hour of travel time saved;
and it displaces 703 residences. Based on the low performance of the FEC-TV Alternative for
the biological resource measures and the availability of similar Alternatives which perform well
on the traffic, socioeconomics and cost measures and better on biological resources measures,
the Collaborative agreed to delete the FEC-TV Alternative from consideration in the EIS/SEIR.

Far East Corridor-Ortega Highway Variation (FEC-OHV) Alternative. This Alternative
performed poorly for the traffic measures because this Alternative terminates at Ortega Highway
and does not provide a connection to I-5. It performed well on total project costs; moderately for
cost per hour of travel time saved; moderately well for impacts to riparian ecosystems and CSS;
moderately on impacts to the coastal California gnatcatcher; and it displaces no residences.
Based on the poor traffic performance and the high cost per hour of travel time saved under this
Alternative and the only moderate performance related to the biological resource measures, the
Collaborative agreed to delete the FEC-OHV Alternative from consideration in the EIS/SEIR.

Far East Corridor-Avenida Pico Variation (FEC-APV) Alternative. This Alterative performed
poorly for impacts to riparian resources; moderately for impacts to CSS and gnatcatchers;
moderately for traffic congestion relief on I-5 and hours of travel time savings; and it displaces
no residences. The traffic benefits under this Alternative are better than the Alternatives that
terminate at Ortega Highway, because this Alternative extends to Avenida Pico, but it still does
not provide a connection to I-5. Based on the poor performance of this Alternative related to the
biological resource measures and the only moderate level of traffic benefits, the Collaborative
agreed to eliminate the FEC-APV Alternative from consideration in the EIS/SEIR.

Central Cormridor-Ortega Highway Variation (CC-OHV) Alternative. This Alternative performed
poorly for the traffic measures, because it terminates at Ortega Highway and does not provide a
connection to I-5. It performed well for total project costs; poorly for cost per hour of travel time
saved and 1t displaces no residences. Based on the poor traffic performance and the high cost per
hour of travel time saved, the Collaborative agreed to delete the CC-OHV Alternative from
consideration in the EIS/SEIR.

Alignment 7 Corridor (A7C) Alternative. This Alternative performed moderately well on
impacts to riparian ecosystems; moderately for impacts to CSS; poorly for impacts to
gnatcatchers; well for congestion relief on I-5; moderately well for hours of vehicle travel time
saved; poorly based on project costs; moderately on cost per hour of travel time savings and it
displaces 704 residences. Based on the moderate performance of the A7C Alternative for the
biological resource measures; the poor performance related to the socioeconomics measures and
the availability of other Alternatives which provide similar performance on the traffic measures
and better performance on the biological and socioeconomics measures, the Collaborative agreed
to delete the A7C Alternative from consideration in the EIS/SEIR.

Alignment 7 Corridor-7 Swing Variation (A7C-7SV) Alternative. The A7C-7SV Alternative
performed poorly based on project costs; moderately on cost per hour of travel time savings;
moderately well for impacts to riparian ecosystems; moderately for impacts to CSS; poorly for
impacts to gnatcatchers and it displaces 602 residences. Based on the poor and moderate
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performance of this Alternative related to project costs and socioeconomics, the Collaborative
decided to eliminate the A7C-7SV Altemative from consideration in the EIS/SEIR.

Alignment 7 Corridor-Far East Crossover Vanation (A7C-FECV) Alternative. This Alternative
performed poorly for impacts to riparian resources; the worst for impacts to gnatcatchers; very
poorly for impacts to CSS; poorly for project costs and moderately for cost per hour of travel
time saved. Based on its poor performance for the biological resource measures and project
costs, the Collaborative agreed to eliminate the A7C-FECV Alternative from consideration in the
EIS/SEIR. The A7C-FEC-M Altemative, described earlier, was substituted for the A7C-FECV
Alternative and was carried forward for evaluation in the EIS/SEIR. The A7C-FEC-M
Alternative is a refinement of the A7C-FEC Alternative. For further discussion of the
alternatives refinement process, refer to Section ES.4.3.3 later in this Executive Summary.

Alignment 7 Corridor-Ortega Highway Vanation (A7C-OHV) Alternative. This Alternative
performed poorly for percent of traffic operating in congestion on I-5 in 2025 and in hours of
vehicle travel time saved; and the worst of all the build Alternatives for cost per hour of travel
time saved. This 1s because this Alternative terminates at Ortega Highway and does not provide
a connection to I-5. The A7C-OHV Alternative performed moderately well for impacts to
riparian ecosystems, CSS and gnatcatchers. Based on the poor traffic performance and the high
cost per hour of travel time saved, the Collaborative agreed to delete the A7C-OHV Alternative
from consideration in the EIS/SEIR.

Arterial Improvements Plus HOV and Spot Mixed-Flow Lanes on I-5 (AIP) Alternative. The
AIP Alternative performed poorly in project costs and in cost per hour of travel time saved; well
for traffic operating in congestion on I-5; moderately for hours of travel times savings; well in
impacts to riparian ecosystems, CSS and gnatcatchers; and it displaces 898 residences. Based on
the very poor performance of this Alternative related to project costs and socioeconomics, the
Collaborative agreed to eliminate the AIP Altemnative from consideration in the EIS/SEIR.

ES.4 COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION
ES.4.1 OVERVIEW OF AGENCY AND PUBLIC CONSULTATION

One of the primary goals of NEPA and CEQA is to ensure early coordination and consultation
with resources agencies. Over the course of planning for the SOCTIIP, the FHWA and the TCA
have coordinated and consulted with a wide range of public agencies, including the USFWS,
ACOE, EPA, NMFS, Caltrans, CDFG, California Department of Parks and Recreation,
California Coastal Commission (CCC), State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the
DON and MCB Camp Pendleton.

The general public and agencies have been invited on a number of occasions to provide input on
the proposed SOCTIIP, both formally as required under CEQA and NEPA and informally in
additional meetings and other input opportunities. The public involvement program is described
in Section 11.0 (Comments and Consultation) in the EIS/SEIR and is documented in detail in the
“South Orange County Transportation Infrastructure Improvement Project Scoping Summary
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Report™ (April 2003) which is available for review at the TCA office. The public participation
process for the SOCTIIP is summarized below.

ES4.2 PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT FOR THE CURRENT EIS/SEIR
ES.4.2.1 Public Notification Process

Three public scoping meetings for the SOCTIIP were held in Orange and San Diego Counties in
March 2001 to solicit iput from public agencies, members of the general public, stakeholders and
other interested parties related to the SOCTIIP alternatives and the overall scope and content of the
EIS/SEIR. Notification of the public scoping meetings was provided via the TCA “Get Involved
with Foothill-South” flyer, a one page overview of the SOCTIIP Alternatives and announcing the
public scoping meetings; the TCA Website (www.thetollroads.com) which provided information on
the dates and locations of the scoping meetings as well as providing an opportunity to submit
comments directly on the website; advertisements/notices in seven area newspapers; and publication
of the dates of the scoping meetings in the Federal Register on March 14, 2001 (66 F.R. 10934). In
addition, the TCA flyer and a request to receive the Foothill South public noti¢ces was distributed to
federal, state and local agencies and interested parties on March 16, 2001.

ES.4.2.2 SOCTIIP Scoping Meetings

The scoping process allows the lead agency to solicit input from the public and interested
agencies on the nature and extent of issues and impacts to be addressed in the EIS/SEIR and the
methods by which those impacts will be evaluated. NEPA specifically requires the lead agency
to consult with federal agencies that have jurisdiction by law or special expertise on a proposed
action. The lead agency is also required to solicit appropriate information from the public during
EIS preparation. CEQA encourages the use of scoping by the lead agency to ensure
identification of issues that are of concern to responsible agencies and the general public and
requires scoping under some circumstances. Three scoping meetings were held for the SOCTIIP
EIS/SEIR: March 26, 2001 (San Clemente), March 27, 2001 (Rancho Santa Margarita) and
March 29, 2001 (Oceanside). The format of these scoping meetings included a presentation by
the TCA describing the SOCTIIP Alternatives and the environmental process; public comments;
and informal information at presentation boards provided at locations throughout the meeting space.
Handouts describing the SOCTIIP Alternatives and the environmental process were distributed.

Public comments were accepted in the following ways at the scoping meetings: verbal
comments following the formal presentation, with comments taken by a court reporter; verbal
comments at any time during the scoping meeting, with comments taken by a court reporter, in
an area separate from the main meeting room; written comments at the scoping meeting, using
either personal stationary or forms provided at the meeting; written comments submitted to the
TCA after the scoping meetings; written comments on the TCA’s website; and written comments
received by FHWA and transmitted to the TCA. Copies of the written comments received at the
scoping meetings are provided in Appendix C of the EIS/SEIR. Copies of the transcripts of all
the verbal comments are provided in the Scoping Report. Approximately 400 comments were
received dunng and after the public scoping meetings held in March 2001. These comments are
summarized in Section 11.0 in the EIS/SEIR.
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ES.4.2.3 Other Meetings

Meetings to solicit input from other agencies were conducted with the California Department of
Parks and Recreation (June 4, 2001), CDFG (June 26, 2001 and December 4, 2003), NMFS
(September 17, 2001), the CCC (October 16, 2001), and several environmental groups (September
24, 2001; groups attending were Natural Resources Defense Council, Endangered Habitats League,
Audubon Society and San Members). The issues raised by the attendees at these meeting are
summarized in Section 11.0 of the EIS/SEIR.

ES.4.2.4 Native American Consultation

Native American consultation is being conducted as part of the Section 106 compliance activities
for the SOCTIIP and will continue during circulation of the EIS/SEIR, the responses to
comments process, and subsequent Section 106 activities. A letter detailing the project and
providing United States Geological Survey (USGS) 7.5 minute maps of the SOCTIIP build
Alternatives was sent to the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC)
requesting a search of their Sacred Lands File and a list of Native American groups with an
interest in the project area. Certified, return receipt letters were sent on November 12, 2003 to
all tribal representatives identified by the NAHC describing the SOCTIIP build Alternatives and
providing maps depicting the routes of the Alternatives. The letter specifically requested any
information, or consultation the tribal representatives wish to share on the proposed undertaking.
Caltrans followed up the letter with phone calls to each tribal representative. To date, no tribal
representative has raised substantive issues regarding the proposed project. Consultation with
Native American representatives will continue throughout the environmental and Section 106

processes for the proposed project.”
ES.4.2.5 Notice of Preparation for the SEIR

The NOP is a required notice under CEQA to inform public agencies and persons requesting notice
that an agency will be preparing an EIR. The purpose of the NOP is to solicit input on issues that
should be addressed 1n the EIR, consistent with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines. The NOP
for the SOCTIIP Subsequent EIR included a description of the SOCTIIP Altematives and a
preliminary evaluation of the potential environmental impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives. A
copy of the NOP is provided in Appendix B of the EIS/SEIR. The TCA issued the NOP for the
SOCTIIP SEIR in June 2001. The NOP was distributed on June 7, 2001 by certified mail to a total
of 4,055 recipients including federal, state and local agencies, property owners, members of the
general public, groups and organizations and other potentially interested parties. It was posted
with the Orange County Clerk’s office on June 7, 2001 and on June 8, 2001 with the San Diego
County Clerk. The distribution list for the NOP is on file at the TCA. The NOP was distributed by
certified mail to property owners and agencies in proximity to all the alignments of the SOCTIIP
build Altematives. Because the I-5 Alternative was a new alternative and there was potential that
recipients along I-5 might not have been fully aware of the SOCTIIP, a separate cover letter was
provided in the NOP package for those recipients.
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Section 11.0 of the EIS/SEIR summarizes the comments received by the TCA in response to the
NOP. A total of 25 agencies, nine groups and organizations and 58 members of the general public
provided written NOP comments. All copies of the written comments received in response to the
NOP are provided in Appendix B of the EIS/SEIR.

ES.4.2.6 Notice of Intent for the EIS

The purpose of a NOI under NEPA is to provide notification that a federal agency will be
preparing an EIS. The NOI specifically solicits the input of federal agencies and others on issues
that should be addressed in the EIS. FHWA originally published a NOI for the FTC-S EIS in the
Federal Register on June 4, 1986 (51 F.R. 20398) and again on December 16, 1993. FHWA
published a Revised NOI on February 20, 2001 in the Federal Register (66 F.R. 10934) which
notified federal agencies that an EIS will be prepared for a proposed transportation improvement in
south Orange County and northern San Diego County. The February 2001 NOI described the
proposed SOCTIIP Alternatives and the history of the project related to the earlier NEPA and
CEQA notices and studies. FHWA published a Supplemental NOI in the Federal Register on
March 14, 2001 (66 F.R. 10934) to inform federal agencies of the dates, times and locations of the
three scoping meetings in March 2001. Copies of the Revised and Supplemental NOIs are
provided in Appendix B of the EIS/SEIR. Written comments on the NOIs were received from two
federal agencies and three environmental groups. Copies of these comment letters are provided in
Appendix C in the EIS/SEIR.

ES.4.2.7 Public Participation for TCA EIR 3

Prior to this current EIS/SEIR, the TCA prepared EIR 3 for the FTC-S. An NOP for TCA EIR 3
was distributed on December 6, 1989. Twenty agencies and public groups responded to the
NOP. Concems raised included land use, traffic, public services and utilities, open space and
recreation, biological resources, military impacts, hydrology, noise and air quality. TCA Draft
EIR 3 was released for public review on August 9, 1990, and the public review period ended
October 9, 1990. The Draft EIR was distributed to local, state and federal agencies, and a Notice
of Availability (NOA) was sent to property owners within 91.4 meters (300 feet) of the corridor
in August 1990. The TCA held a public meeting on September 10, 1990, at the City of San
Clemente Community Center to receive comments and answer questions pertaining to Draft EIR
3. Approximately 400 individuals were in attendance. The City of San Clemente Planning
Commission meeting on October 2, 1990 and the City Council meeting on October 3, 1990
offered residents additional opportunities to comment on Draft EIR 3. Numerous comments on
Draft EIR 3 were received. Written responses to the comments were prepared and circulated for
public review in June 1991. The primary areas of concern raised during the public review
process were natural resources, alternatives, traffic, parkland and open space impacts,
hydrology/water quality, land use impacts, growth inducement, noise and aesthetics. In response
to concerns raised over the design of the alignment identified in Draft EIR 3, modifications were
incorporated, including the inclusion of wildlife crossings at key locations. A Draft
Supplemental EIR was prepared to address these modifications to the C Alignment, along with
the responses to comments on the Draft EIR 3. An NOA for the Draft Supplemental EIR and
response to comments was distributed. On October 10, 1991, the TCA Board of Directors
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adopted the Modified C Alignment as the locally preferred alternative and certified the EIR as
adequate.

The current EIS/SEIR is a joint federal/state environmental document. The EIR portion of the
current EIS/SEIR was prepared as a Subsequent EIR to certified Final EIR 3 because additional
alternatives were developed after Final EIR 3 was certified.

ES.43  NEPA/SECTION 404 MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
ES.43.1 NEPA/Section 404 Integration Process

The NEPA/Section 404 Integration Process MOU was initiated during 1993 and 1994 among
FHWA, Caltrans, EPA, ACOE, USFWS and NMFS on the processing of transportation projects
to ensure that the requirements of NEPA and the CWA are met. NMFS declined to participate in
this process.

On December 6, 1996 a letter was sent to the participating agencies that outlined the status of
NEPA/Section 404 Integration Process as it relates to the FTC. At that time, the agencies were
requested to concur with the purpose and need for the project and alternatives. Concurrence was
achieved among the agencies and the purpose and need statement was finalized on March 26,
1999. In March and April 1999, the USFWS, ACOE and EPA, MOU signatory agencies,
provided FHWA with their formal concurrence with the SOCTIIP Purpose and Need Statement.

ES.4.3.2 Phase I of the SOCTIIP Collaborative

The SOCTIIP Collaborative first convened in August 1999 and continued to meet monthly
through November 2000, which is referred to as Phase 1. The NEPA/Section 404 MOU
signatory agencies and the TCA retained a neutral facilitator to assist in developing the project
alternatives to be evaluated in the current EIS/SEIR. It was during this process that the signatory
agencies referred to the project as the South Orange County Transportation Infrastructure
Improvement Project or SOCTIIP. The NEPA/404 MOU agencies and the TCA are collectively
referred to as the "SOCTIIP Collaborative." The SOCTIIP Collaborative is comprised of a
group of federal and state transportation and resource agencies collaboratively working toward
implementation of the 1994 NEPA/Section 404 MOU. After 15.5 months of discussion, a set of
alternatives was selected for analysis. All those SOCTIIP alternatives met the Purpose and Need
Statement concurred on by the NEPA/Section 404 MOU signatory agencies. In November 2000,
the SOCTIIP Collaborative concurred on the alternatives to be evaluated in the current
EIS/SEIR. These alternatives included the toll road corridor, arterial and I-5 Alternatives shown
on Figure ES.4-1. These Alternatives were described to the public at a public meeting in
November 2000 and public input was taken.

ES.4.3.3 Phase Il of the SOCTIIP Collaborative
The objective of Phase II of the SOCTIIP Collaborative was to ensure a comprehensive and

efficient process for managing the issues during the preparation and approval of the EIS for the
SOCTIIP and implementation of the steps in the NEPA/Section 404 MOU. Building on the
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success of Phase I of the SOCTIIP Collaborative, a facilitated process to develop and review the
technical analyses and environmental documentation leading to the EIS development was
implemented. The firm of CDR is the facilitator for Phase II. Facilitated meetings to manage
key identified issues were held approximately monthly during the development of the technical
studies and the EIS/SEIR.

In addition to the Collaborative members under the NEPA/404 MOU, the TCA and Caltrans also
participated in the Collaborative process in Phases I and II. MCB Camp Pendleton also
participated in Phase II, in their role as a cooperating agency on the EIS/SEIR.

During Phase II, the SOCTIIP Collaborative participated in the following activities:

Scoping of Technical Reports (2001). The Collaborative participated in reviewing the scopes of
work (SOWs) developed for the technical reports to analyze the potential tmpacts of the
alternatives selected for evaluation. Collaborative members were given the opportunity to
provide comment and direction on individual technical report SOWs. Member input was
reviewed and incorporated as applicable into the final SOWs.

Technical Report Review (2002 and 2003). The TCA distributed each of the technical reports to
the Collaborative for review and comment prior to their incorporation into the EIS/SEIR.
Presentations on the methodology, findings and conclusions of key technical reports were
presented at the Collaborative meetings as requested by the members. At the request of
Collaborative members, additional sensitivity analyses and further studies were conducted to
respond to issues brought up by one or more of the members. Collaborative members were
requested to provide comments on the technical reports within a 30-, 60-, or 90-day period,
depending on the technical report. The TCA and its environmental and technical staff responded
to each of the comments received on the technical reports in the form of comment/response
tables that were then distributed to each Collaborative member for review and comment. The
purpose of this task was to recognize and address potential areas of concern as determined by the
reviewing regulatory agencies early in the planning process.

Alternatives Refinement Process. Based on review of the technical reports, identification of
sensitive natural resources in the study area and input from the Collaborative, the TCA
considered ways to refine the corridor alternatives that were to be analyzed in the EIS/SEIR.
The refinement process suggested where site-specific adjustments to an alignment might
improve or lessen impacts. The objective of any proposed refinement and/or change to an
alignment to the existing alternatives was to minimize or avoid potential environmental impacts.
The proposed refinement process 1s similar to the successful refinement process conducted for
the San Joaquin Hills Transportation Corridor (SR 73) and the Eastern Transportation Corridor
(SR 241/SR 261/SR 133) during the environmental review processes for those projects.

Issues considered for potential site specific refinements included avoiding sensitive coastal sage
scrub habitat, avoiding sensitive wetlands and encroachment into drainages, minimizing or
avoiding effects on wildlife connectivity (wildlife movement through the area) and other key
environmental issues. In addition to biological information, other important data also evaluated
included: 1) geological data 1n relation to the locations of landslides, 2) cultural resources data
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and 3) existing land use data such as residential, recreational, military and utilities uses. This
information was plotted on maps and the alignments were engineered to avoid or minimize
impacts to these designated areas of concem to the extent feasible and reasonable.

The refinement process suggested where site-specific adjustments to an alignment might
improve or lessen impacts. During the process of attempting to minimize environmental
impacts, it became apparent that some of the original alignments could be substantially improved
by both vertical and horizontal shifts in those alignments. TCA staff engineers modified some
Alternatives where there was an opportunity to substantially minimize impacts to both the
natural and built environments. The result of this process was the development of three refined
alignments. The original FEC alignment was modified into two refined alignments: the Far East
Corridor-Modified and the Far East Corridor-West (FEC-M and FEC-W). The Alignment 7
Corridor-Far East Corridor Variation (A7C-FECV) was refined into the Alignment 7 Corridor-
Far East Corridor-Modified (A7C-FEC-M).

As the refinement process moved forward it was determined that to maximize the beneficial
effect of the refined Alternatives it would be necessary to encroach on the Donna O’Neill Land
Conservancy (Conservancy). The Conservancy is an area of 520 hectares (1,284) acres set aside
by Rancho Mission Viejo as mitigation for conservation and preservation purposes for the
Rolling Hills Planned Community development. The possibility of encroachment was discussed
with members of the SOCTIIP Collaborative who agreed that TCA should explore this option.
Biological resource studies were conducted to evaluate potential impacts to this sensitive area.
Based on the findings of these studies and evaluating and comparing the potential impacts of
encroachment into the Conservancy, it was determined that a complete environmental evaluation
of the refined alternatives would be initiated.

After reviewing the technical data produced and evaluating the potential impacts of the refined
alternatives with Collaborative members, the following considerations resulted: the habitat value
of the Conservancy is of no greater value than other habitat located adjacent to the Conservancy;
impacts to the highly sensitive Blind and Gabino Canyon wetlands could be avoided with the
refined alignments; impacts to Cristianitos Canyon and associated wetlands could be avoided;
potential displacement to Talega residents could be avoided; visual impacts to areas west of the
Conservancy could be minimized; and large landslide hazards could be avoided resulting 1n a
substantial reduction in remedial grading efforts thereby reducing disturbance limits.

In August 2003, the Collaborative agreed to substitute the FEC-M and the FEC-W alignments
for the earlier FEC alignment and to substitute the A7C-FEC-M alignment for the earlier A7C-
FECV) alignment.

The following provides an overview of the avoidance and/or minimization of environmental
impacts as a result of the refinement process and implementation of the three refined alternatives.

Wetlands. On review of the information in the initial technical studies, it was apparent that
one of the most important environmental concerns was the potentially large impact to
wetlands under the original FEC alignment. To minimize these impacts, two revised
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alignments, the FEC-M and FEC-W, were developed and the following adjustments were
made to the original FEC alignment:

e At the very northern end of the FEC alignment, in the vicinity of Tesoro High School, the
Tesoro wetlands area was avoided by shifting the alignment to the east and shortening the
southbound on-ramp structure.

e Impacts to the wetland areas in Cristianitos Creek and tributaries to the Creek were
minimized by shifting the FEC-M alignment to the east onto a slight topographic rise.
The FEC-W alignment was adjusted to avoid Cristianitos Creek by moving the alignment
west onto hillside terrain above the Creek.

e The major wetlands impact of the FEC alignment was at the confluence of Blind and
Gabino Canyons. This wetlands complex was avoided by shifting the FEC-M and FEC-
W alignments to the west, completely out of this confluence area.

e At the southern end of the FEC alignment, impacts to wetlands in the vicinity of San
Mateo Creek were minimized by adjusting the I-5 direct connector structure to decrease
the right-of-way width required to build the structure.

By implementing these alignment adjustments, impacts to wetlands were reduced from
approximately 65 hectares (160 acres) for the FEC Ultimate to approximately 22 hectares (53
acres) for the FEC-M Ultimate and approximately 16 hectares (40 acres) for the FEC-W
Ultimate. Adjustments to the A7C-FECV alignment resulted in a reduction of wetland
impacts from approximately 26 hectares (65 acres) in the A7C-FECV-Ultimate to
approximately 18 hectares (45 acres) for the A7C-FEC-M. Quantification of potential
impacts to wetlands was determined by assessing the linear distance of wetlands and stream
channels directly impacted by a given Altemative. This wetland quantification was based on
a plan level identification of potential wetlands. Because many of these areas will not be
identified as wetlands during the formal wetland delineation process, this estimate of impacts
to wetlands is overstated.

Pacific Pocket Mouse. The refined FEC-M, FEC-W and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives also
reduce impacts to sensitive species. At the southern end of the FEC and A7C-FECV
alignments, impacts to the Pacific pocket mouse (PPM) have been completely avoided by
shifting the alignments away from the PPM habitat and limiting the grading in the area by
use of retaining walls.

Coastal California gnatcatcher/coastal sage scrub. Impacts to the coastal California
gnatcatcher and associated coastal sage scrub (CSS) habitat are also reduced by the refined
alignments. For the original FEC and A7C-FECV alignments, the numbers of gnatcatcher
use areas identified were 21 and 22, respectively, in the Ultimate. These were reduced to
nine for the FEC-W, 10 for the FEC-M and 11 for the A7C-FEC-M. Impacts to CSS were
also reduced by the refinements. The FEC and A7C-FECV originally impacted 211 hectares
(520 acres) and 202 hectares (499 acres) of CSS, respectively. By knowing the location of
the CSS based on the technical studies and modifying the original alignments to minimize
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impact to this habitat, the refinements reduced the acres of CSS take. Potential impacts to
CSS for the refinements are approximately 180 hectares (445 acres), 167 hectares (410 acres)
and 156 hectares (385 acres) for the FEC-M, FEC-W and A7C-FEC-M-Ultimate

Alternatives, respectively.

Earthwork/Landslides. Another important aspect of the refined alternatives is that they avoid
many of the existing landslides in the area. Avoiding the landslides decreases the remedial
grading for the refinements, which reduces the disturbance limits. The refined alternatives
also reduce the earthwork quantities from the original FEC and A7C-FECV alignments. This
was accomplished by engineering the road geometry to more closely follow the natural
terrain. By conforming to the existing ground surface, the amount of cut and fill grading
decreases, which in turn reduces the disturbance limits for the refined alignments.

Residential Displacement. In relation to land use, the A7C-FEC-M alignment does not result
in the displacement of existing residences while the original A7C-FECV had a total of 56
residential takes. This reduction in land use impacts was accomplished by shifting the
alignment to the eastern property boundary of the Talega development in San Clemente.

Wildlife Connectivity. The refined alternatives provide wildlife connectivity. By paralleling
the Talega property boundary, the revised A7C-FEC-M alignment provides wildlife
connectivity to the open space area to the east. The FEC-W alignment also provides this
connectivity as the FEC-W and A7C-FEC-M are on a shared alignment in this area.

Utilities. The refined alignments also minimize impacts to existing utilities. This helped
reduce impacts to sensitive areas because existing utilities can be left in place and do not
have to be relocated to undisturbed areas.

Visual. The refined alternatives would generally have visual impacts similar to the impacts
of the FEC and the A7C-FECV alignments.

Alternative Elimination Process (2003). As described earlier in Section ES.3.4, during June, July
and August 2003, the Collaborative participated in an alternative elimination process. The
preliminary environmental analysis for the selected measures involved determination of key
environmental issues for assessment. This was accomplished through the development of the
evaluation measures. Using the associated measured parameters, specific impacts were
calculated for each of 16 corridor and three non-corridor build alternatives. The evaluation
measures were applied equally to all the SOCTIIP build Alternatives. This process resulted in
the elimination and/or substitution of 10 of the Alternatives that were being evaluated. For a
detailed discussion on the alternative elimination process, refer to Section 2.5 in the EIS/SEIR.

EIS/SEIR Screencheck Review (2003). The Collaborative member agencies were given the
opportunity to review the screencheck EIS/SEIR prior to the distribution of the Draft EIS/SEIR
to the public. The members agencies provided comments on the screencheck EIS/SEIR. The
TCA responded to each of the comments received on the Screencheck EIS/SEIR in the form of
comment/response tables.
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ES.4.3.4 Next Phase of the SOCTIIP Collaborative

The SOCTIIP Collaborative will continue monthly facilitated meetings leading to the selection
of a Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA), a preferred alternative
and the Record of Decision (ROD) for permitting and construction.

ES.4.4  Areas of Controversy

The areas of controversy relate to the determination of whether the project is acceptable in light
of its environmental effects and what alternative should be selected. The following are the key
areas of controversy:

e Selection of a Preferred Alternative is an area of controversy. No Preferred Alternative has
been selected prior to the circulation of this Draft EIS/SEIR. There is controversy among
resource agencies, local governments in the study area and members of the public on the
importance of the natural environment compared to the urban environment and
displacements of residential uses.

e Some agencies and members of the public have questioned the need for the project.

e The potential for growth inducing effects of the cornidor build alternatives, including the
effect on the Rancho Mission Viejo General Plan Amendment/Zone Change area, has been a
concern expressed by the public and agencies.

ES.4.5 Unresolved Issues

The major unresolved issue is the decision to select a build or no-build alternative, and, if a build
alternative is selected, to determine which build alternative is the preferred altermative. The
environmental analysis information that will inform those decisions is summarized in Sections
ES.6 and i1s addressed in detail in the EIS/SEIR. The unresolved issues below are specific
implementation level issues that are unresolved as of the circulation of this Draft EIS/SEIR:

e There are two large-scale studies ongoing in the study area, the Special Area Management
Plan (SAMP), which addresses wetlands on a watershed basis, and the Southern Subregion
Natural Community Conservation Planning (NCCP), which addresses planning for multi-
species habitat protection. The environmental analysis for the SOCTIIP addresses these two
studies based on the information available at the time of the Draft EIS/SEIR. Because those
two studies have not been completed, and a preferred alternative for those two studies had
not been selected as of publication of this Draft EIS/SEIR, the role of the TCA and the
SOCTIIP relative to those two studies may undergo additional refinement.

e The MPAH shows an interchange between Crown Valley Parkway and some of the SOCTIIP
alternatives. This interchange 1s evaluated as part of the impact analysis, but it is not an
interchange that TCA proposes to implement as part of a build alternative, if a build
alternative is selected. Crown Valley Parkway does not presently extend eastward to a future
SOCTIIP altemative.
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ES.5 INTENDED USES OF THE EIS/SEIR/ANTICIPATED AGENCY ACTIONS

This EIS/SEIR is intended to fulfill FHWA’s responsibilities under NEPA and the TCA’s
responsibilities under CEQA, specifically related to the identification and disclosure of potential
environmental impacts of the SOCTIIP alternatives. The EIS/SEIR is an information document
which will be used by decision makers in the consideration of the selection and implementation
of a project alternative. In addition, this EIS/SEIR will be used in support of a number of actions
by public agencies anticipated for the corndor, arterial and I-5 Alternatives, as described in the

following Sections.

ES.5.1 ANTICIPATED AGENCY ACTIONS FOR THE CORRIDOR ALTERNATIVES
Selection of a corridor alternative is anticipated to require the agency actions described below.
ES.5.1.1 Actions by the TCA Board of Directors

Approval of the selected locally preferred corridor alternative, including filing a Notice of
Determination for the certified EIR after project action is taken. All actions to design, finance
and construct the selected corridor alternative.

ES.5.1.2 Actions by Federal Agencies

FHWA: Selection of the preferred alternative including review and approval of new or revised
access to I-5, and the ROD and all necessary approvals regarding design, financing and
construction.

United States DON: Easement agreement for the permanent use of land on Camp Pendleton, if
the selected corridor alternative requires the use of land on Camp Pendleton. Per the 1992 MOA
between the FHWA and the United States Marine Corps (USMC), participation of the USMC in
the preparation of the corridor EIS shall not be construed as a commitment to adopt a particular
route location or otherwise approve a proposed project alternative.

USFWS: Consultation under Section 7 of the ESA if any listed species are potentially affected
by the selected corridor alternative. Issuance of an incidental take statement.

ACOE and EPA: All agency actions under the CWA, Section 404, including a 404 Permit for
discharge in WoUS, if the selected alternative requires work in those jurisdictional areas.

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration:  Consultation under Section 7 of the ESA
if any listed species are potentially affected by the selected cormndor alternative.

ES.5.1.3 Actions by State Agencies

CDFG: 1601 Streambed Alteration Agreement for work in CDFG jurisdictional waters, 1f the
selected alternative requires work in those jurisdictional areas. A 2081 permit for the take of
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state listed species or a consistency determination for the take of species which are both state and
federal listed. Any approvals relative to migratory birds.

California Transportation Commission (CTC): Route adoption.

Caltrans: Approval of design, construction and roadway operations of the adopted alignment.

CCC: Approval of a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) for construction activities in the coastal
zone and consistency determination with the federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA).

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPQ): Concurrence of compliance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

ES.5.1.4 Actions by Regional and Other Agencies

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB): CWA 401 Certification to comply with
Section 404 of the CWA. Issuance of a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit, if an individual permit is required.

County of Orange and City of San Clemente: General Plan Circulation Element Amendments to
reflect the alignment of the selected alternative, following CTC route adoption.

SCAG: Amendment to the RTP if the selected alternative is not already on the RTP.

San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG): Amendment to the RTP if the selected
alternative is not already in the RTP.

OCTA: Approval of an amendment to the MPAH, to incorporate the alignment of the selected
corridor alternative in the MPAH, if the FEC or a similar alignment is not selected.

ES.5.2  ANTICIPATED AGENCY ACTIONS FOR THE ARTERIAL IMPROVEMENTS
IN THE AIO ALTERNATIVE

The AIO Alternative, which would result in improvements to Antonio Parkway/La Pata Avenue,
1s anticipated to require the agency actions described below, related to those arterjal
improvements.

ES.5.2.1 Actions by the TCA Board of Directors

No action because the TCA would not be the implementing agency.

ES.5.2.2  Actions by Federal Agencies

FHWA: No actions are anticipated, unless the implementing agency or agencies pursues federal
funding assistance for some or all of the AIO Alternative arterial improvements.
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USFWS: Consultation under Section 7 of the ESA and incidental take statement if any listed
species are potentially affected by the AIO Alternative.

ACOE and EPA: 404 Permit for discharge in WoUS, if the AIO Alternative requires work in
those jurisdictional areas.

ES.5.2.3 Actions by State Agencies

CDFG: 1601 Streambed Alteration Agreement for work in CDFG jurisdictional waters, if the
AIO Altemative requires work in those jurisdictional areas. A 2081 permit for the take of state
listed species or a consistency determination for the take of species which are both state and
federal listed.

SHPO: Concurrence of compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA.
ES.5.2.4 Actions by Regional and Other Agencies
County or Other Implementing Agency/Agencies: Approval and implementation of artenal

improvements in the AIO Alternative and General Plan Circulation Element Amendments.
Acquisition of property, including residential uses, may require use of eminent domain.

Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWOQCB): CWA 401 Certification if a 404 Permit 1s
necessary.

SCAG: Amendment to the RTP to reflect the arterial modifications in the RTP, if necessary.

OCTA: Approval of an amendment to the MPAH, to incorporate the wider cross section for
Antonio Parkway/La Pata Avenue under the AIO Alternative in the MPAH.

ES.5.3  ANTICIPATED AGENCY ACTIONS FOR [-5 IMPROVEMENTS IN THE I-5
ALTERNATIVE

Selection of the I-5 Alternative, which would result in improvements to I-5, i1s anticipated to
require the agency actions described below, related to those I-5 improvements.

ES.5.3.1 Actions by the TCA Board of Directors
No action because the TCA would not be the implementing agency.
ES.5.3.2 Actions by Federal Agencies

FHWA: Selection of a preferred alternative including review and approval of new or revised
access to I-5, and the ROD.

United States DON: Easement agreement for the permanent use of land on Camp Pendleton, if
the selected alternative requires the use of land from Camp Pendleton.
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USFWS: Consultation under Section 7 of the ESA if any listed species are potentially affected
by the I-5 improvements under the I-5 Alternative and issuance of incidental take statement.

ACOE and EPA: 404 Permit for discharge in WoUS, if the I-5 improvements under the I-5
Alternative require work in those jurisdictional areas.

ES.5.3.3 Actions by State Agencies

CDFG: 1601 Streambed Alteration Agreement for work in CDFG jurisdictional waters, if the I-
5 improvements under the I-5 Alternative require work in those jurisdictional areas. A 2081
permit for the take of state listed species or a consistency determination for the take of species
which are both state and federal listed.

CTC: Route Adoption.

CCC: Approval of a CDP for construction activities in the coastal zone and consistency
determination with the federal CZMA.

SHPO: Concurrence of compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA.

ES.5.3.4 Actions by Regional and Other Agencies

County of Orange, Caltrans and/or Other Implementing Agency/Agencies: Approval and
implementation of the I-5 improvements under the I-5 Alternative, including any required

General Plan Circulation Element Amendments. Action necessary to acquire property for right-
of-way including possible use of eminent domain.

SCAG. Amendment to the RTP to reflect the modifications to 1I-5 in the RTP.

RWQCB. CWA 401 Certification.

ES.6 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION
MEASURES

The potential adverse impacts and beneficial effects of the SOCTIIP Alternatives are discussed
in this Section and are summarized in Table ES.6-1. Table ES.6-1 provides a concise overview
of the impacts of the eight SOCTIIP build and the two No Action Alternatives which allows for
comparison of the impacts of each Alternative to the other Alternatives for each environmental
parameter. Following Table ES.6-1, additional tables and figures provide more detailed
information for some environmental parameters. The text discussions below provide additional
detail of the effects of each Alternative, by environmental parameter, including the following:

e Adverse impacts and beneficial effects of the SOCTIIP Alternatives by environmental
parameter. These impacts and effects are described based on the analysis provided in the
EIS/SEIR for each environmental parameter.
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e Analysis of the potential cumulative impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives by environmental
parameter. These impacts are based on the cumulative projects in the study area based on
either build out of the adopted regional projections (OCP-2000) or a detailed list of recently
past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects in the SOCTIIP study area. The projections
and cumulative project lists are provided in Section 5.0 (Cumulative Impacts) in the
EIS/SEIR.

¢ Summary of the mitigation measures and other commitments identified to avoid, minimize of
compensate for the potential adverse impacts of the alternatives. These mitigation measures
describe particular project features or actions that address specific adverse impacts of the
alternatives.

e Summary of unavoidable adverse impacts after mitigation. These are impacts which cannot
‘fully be mitigated or impacts for which mitigation is not feasible or available and which
remain adverse after implementation of the defined mitigation measures. In addition, the
level of significance under CEQA of adverse impacts after mitigation is also described.
“Significant” 1s a determination under CEQA only of the significance of the impacts of the
alternatives based on defined thresholds of significance. The determination of significance
of impacts by parameter and individual impacts occurs under CEQA only. Section 7.0
(California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation) in the EIS/SEIR describes the CEQA
thresholds and the level of significance of the impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives under
CEQA in detail. Under NEPA, the assessment of the severity of the impacts of alternatives
considers all the impacts of an alternative and does not identify significance by individual
impact or parameter.

e Cross references to Sections in the EIS/SEIR where more detailed information is provided
regarding the analysis of each environmental parameter.

ES.6.1 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

The SOCTIIP Alternatives were evaluated to assess their potential to reduce congestion and
improve traffic operating conditions in south Orange County. In addition, the SOCTIIP
Alternatives were also evaluated to determine whether any adverse impacts to existing and/or
projected traffic operating conditions would occur.  Section 3.0 (Traffic and Circulation) in the
EIS/SEIR describes the existing conditions, study area and methodology, impacts analysis and
mitigation measures related to traffic and circulation in detail. The potential beneficial effects
and adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives are summarized in Table ES.6-1 and are
discussed in detail below.

ES.6.1.1 Potential Beneficial Traffic Effects of the SOCTIIP Alternatives

To assess the beneficial effects of the SOCTIIP build alternatives related to traffic operations, a
comparison of the traffic conditions under the No Action Alternative and build Alternatives was
performed. The comparative analysis was performed using 2025 traffic forecasts, with and
without the SOCTIIP build Alternatives. The forecasted 2025 weekday peak hour traffic
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conditions, for the SOCTIIP No Action and build Alternatives are based on build out of the
MPAH and the assumption of 14,000 dus under the proposed development plan for RMV. These
are the assumptions in Scenario 3 as shown in the tables referenced in this Section. Several
scenarios were assessed in the traffic analysis; Scenario 3 is the most likely scenario and,
therefore, was used for the traffic analysis findings described in this Section.

A beneficial effect was considered to occur at a road segment, arterial intersection,
freeway/tollway segment or freeway/tollway ramp if the following two conditions are satisfied:

e The circulation facility is forecast to operate at a deficient level of service (LOS) in 2025
under the No Action Alternative.

e The facility is forecast to operate at an acceptable (non-deficient) LOS in 2025 under the
given build Alternative.

As shown in Figures ES.6-1 to ES.6-8, the SOCTIIP build Altematives result in varying degrees
of improvement compared to the No Action Alternative traffic conditions. In these Figures,
future traffic conditions on the freeway/tollway system are expressed in terms of hours of
congestion, and future traffic conditions at freeway/tollway interchanges and arterial
intersections are expressed as the percentage of available capacity that is used.

The SOCTIIP build Alternatives that include the extension of SR 241 from Oso Parkway to I-5
(FEC-M, FEC-W, CC and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives) and the I-5 Alternative generally result in
the most substantial improvements to the congestion levels on I-5 and to the LOSs at I-5
interchanges and arterial intersections. The improvements in the traffic operating conditions are
less substantial for the SOCTIIP build Alternatives that include an extension to SR 241 that does
not extend to I-5 (CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternatives) and the AIO Alternative.

The specific locations on the circulation system where beneficial effects occur under the
SOCTIIP build Alternatives compared to the No Action Alternative are summarized in Table
ES.6-2. Table ES.6-2 lists the locations identified as having deficiencies in the No Action
Alternative and indicates under each build Alternative whether or not the deficiency is alleviated
and, if so, under which circulation and land use scenario(s) that deficiency is eliminated. The
circulation and land use assumptions in each scenario are described in detail in Section 3.0 of the
EIS/SEIR.

The I-5 Alternative shows beneficial effects at 38 locations, or 76 percent of the 50 locations
listed in Table ES.6-2. The SOCTIIP build Alternatives that include the FTC-S from Oso
Parkway to I-5 (FEC-M, FEC-W and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives) show beneficial effects at 32 to
33 locations (64 to 66 percent of the 50 locations listed in Table ES.6-2), and the build
Alternatives that include the FTC-S from Oso Parkway to Avenida La Pata (the CC-ALPV and
A7C-ALPV Alternatives) show beneficial effects at 18 locations (36 percent of the 50 locations
listed in Table ES.6-2). Beneficial effects occur at six locations (12 percent of the 50 locations)
under the AIO Alternative. The number of beneficial effects listed for each of the SOCTIIP
build Alternatives is a summation of the beneficial effects that occur in each circulation and land
use scenario that was analyzed. The beneficial effect at a given location that was included in the
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summation occurs under one or more scenarios, and a location where a beneficial effect occurs in
more than one scenario was only counted once in the summation of beneficial effects. The
scenarios under which beneficial effects occur at each location are listed in Table ES.6-2.

Systemwide Travel Time Savings

A system wide travel time savings statistic is a general measure of the improvement in the
mobility of traffic in south Orange County. Improving traffic flow and relieving congestion are
objectives of any transportation improvement. As a means to evaluate the systemwide travel
time savings, the changes in the 2025 regionwide vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and vehicle
hours traveled (VHT) under the SOCTIIP build Alternatives, compared to the No Action
Alternative, were estimated. The changes in systemwide VMT for each SOCTIP build
Alternative were found to be relatively low, meaning that the average length of vehicle trips in
south Orange County does not change substantially, in terms of distance, between the No Action
Alternative and the build Alternatives.

VHT indicates the travel time savings produced by the traffic congestion relief provided by each
of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives. VHT, which is expressed as total hours of reduced vehicle
travel time per day, is summarized in Table ES.6-3 and is shown graphically in Figure ES.6-9.
The build Alternatives, in general order starting with those Alternatives with the highest amount
of systemwide travel time savings to those Alternatives with the lowest, are listed below. The
amount of systemwide travel time savings is relatively the same for Alternatives that are listed
together and that amount is substantially different from other higher or lower ranking
Alternatives. The time savings are based on 2025 traffic conditions that assume the build out
circulation system and the proposed 14,000 dus RMV development plan (Scenario 3).

s The FEC-M, FEC-W, CC, A7C-FEC-M and I-5 Alternatives, with 18,000 to 21,000 hours of
travel time savings per day.

e The CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternatives, with 8,000 hours of travel time savings per
day.

e The AIO Alternative, with 5,000 hours of travel time savings per day.
e The No Action Alternative, with no hours of travel times savings per day.

I-5 Congestion Relief

As descnibed earlier in Section ES.2, congestion relief on I-5 is a key parameter identified in the
Purpose and Need Statement for the SOCTIIP. To evaluate congestion relief, the peak hour
LOSs forecast on I-5 in each of the SOCTIIP Altermnatives were used to estimate the proportion
of daily traffic on I-5 that is anticipated to experience congested conditions. This statistic, which
is expressed as the percentage of daily VMT on I-5 in the study area under congested conditions,
is summarized in Table ES.6-4 and 1s shown graphically in Figure ES.6-10. The following lists
the SOCTIIP Alternatives in general order from those Alternatives with the lowest percentage of
congestion on I-5 (that is, the greatest amount of congestion relief), to those Alternatives with the
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highest percentage of congestion on I-5 (that is, the least amount of congestion relief) based on
2025 traffic conditions that assume the build out circulation system and the proposed 14,000 dus
RMYV development plan (Scenario 3). The amount of congestion relief on I-5 is relatively the
same for Alternatives that are listed together and that amount is substantially different from other
higher or lower ranking Alternatives.

e The I-5 Alternative, with 1.0 percent of daily I-5 traffic experiencing congestion.

e The FEC-M, FEC-W, CC and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives, with 2.4 to 3.4 percent of daily I-5
traffic experiencing congestion.

e The CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternatives, with 7.8 percent of daily I-5 traffic
experiencing congestion.

e The AIO Altemnative, with 11.3 percent of daily I-5 traffic experiencing congestion.
e The No Action Alternative, with 15.9 percent of daily I-5 traffic experiencing congestion.

Arterial Congestion Relief

The level of traffic congestion on arterial roads was compared for the SOCTIIP Alternatives
based on the total hours of vehicle delay forecasted at arterial intersections in the study area
during the peak hours. The amount of vehicle delay generally increases as the LOS at
intersections on the arterial system worsens. Therefore, the greater the amount of intersection
delay under an Alternative, the more congested the arterial road system will be under that
Alternative. The total hours of vehicle delay forecast to occur during the peak hours under 2025
conditions based on the No Action and the build Alternatives are summarized in Table ES.6-5
and are shown graphically in Figure ES.6-11. The following lists the SOCTIIP Alternatives, in
general order from those Alternatives with the lowest amount of congestion (that is, the greatest
amount of congestion relief) on the arterial system to those Alternatives with the highest amount
of congestion (that is, the least amount of congestion relief), based on 2025 traffic conditions that
assume the build out circulation system and the proposed 14,000 dus RMV development plan.
The amount of congestion relief on the arterial system is relatively the same for Alternatives that
are listed together. The amount of congestion is substantially less under the SOCTIIP build
Alternatives compared to the No Action Alternative.

e The FEC-M, FEC-W, CC, A7C-FEC-M and AIO Altematives, with 7,700 to 7,900 hours of
vehicle delay on the arterial system.

e The CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Altemnatives and the I-5 Alternative, with 8,200 to 8,300
hours of vehicle delay on the arterial system.

e The No Action Alternative, with 9,900 hours of vehicle delay on the arterial system.
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Point to Point Travel Time Savings

Comparisons among the SOCTIIP build Alternatives were made based on point to point travel
times between I-5 at the Orange/San Diego County border and areas to the north under 2025
conditions that assume the build out circulation system and the proposed 14,000 dus RMV
development plan. Travel time reductions are shown in Table ES.6-6 for travel between I-5 at
the Orange/San Diego County border and three geographic areas to the north: south Orange
County, north Orange County and the region beyond Orange County (defined as Los Angeles,
Riverside, San Bernardino and Ventura Counties). The resulting estimates of travel time savings
in the peak directions in southern Orange County (that is, northbound on I-5 in the AM and
southbound on I-5 in the PM) are summarized in Table ES.6-6 in terms of minutes and
percentages. The travel time reductions are listed in ranges because the travel times vary
between the AM and PM periods and also between smaller geographic areas within the three
major geographic areas summarized here. The following lists the SOCTIIP build Alternatives, in
general order from those Alternatives with the highest amount of point to point travel time
savings to those Alternatives with the lowest. The amount of point to point travel time savings is
relatively the same for Alternatives that are listed together and that amount is substantially
different from other higher or lower ranking Alternatives.

e The I-5 Alternative with travel times to and from south Orange County reduced by 7 to 11
minutes or 25 to 32 percent, travel times to and from north Orange County reduced by 13 to
16 minutes or 17 to 25 percent, and travel times to and from areas beyond Orange County
reduced by 13 to 18 minutes or 7 to 14 percent.

e The FEC-M, FEC-W and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives with travel times to and from south
Orange County reduced by 5 to 10 minutes or 18 to 27 percent, travel times to and from
north Orange County reduced by 8 to 12 minutes or 10 to 16 percent, and travel times to and
from areas beyond Orange County reduced by 11 to 17 minutes or 5 to 13 percent.

e The CC Alternative with travel times to and from south Orange County reduced by 3 to 7
minutes or 11 to 19 percent, travel times to and from north Orange County reduced by 5 to
10 minutes or 6 to 13 percent, and travel times to and from areas beyond Orange County
reduced by 7 to 11 minutes or 3 to 9 percent.

e The CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternatives with travel times to and from south Orange
County reduced by 2 to 4 minutes or 5 to 11 percent, travel times to and from north Orange
County reduced by 2 to 6 minutes or 2 to 9 percent, and travel times to and from areas
beyond Orange County reduced by 3 to 7 minutes or 2 to 5 percent.

e The AIO Alternative with travel times to and from south Orange County reduced by 1 to 3
minutes or 4 to 8 percent, travel times to and from north Orange County reduced by 1 to 4
minutes or 1 to 5 percent, and travel times to and from areas beyond Orange County reduced
by 2 to 5 minutes or 1 to 4 percent.
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ES.6.1.2 Analysis of Alternatives With Existing Conditions as the Baseline For Impact
Assessment

Detailed descriptions of weekday peak hour traffic conditions under the SOCTIIP build
Alternatives, assuming committed circulation system improvements and anticipated future land
use, including the 14,000 du proposed RMV plan, are provided in Section 3.0 in the EIS/SEIR.
Table 3.4-2 in Section 3.4 (Operations Analysis Results) in the EIS/SEIR summarizes the
locations on the study area circulation system where weekday peak hour deficiencies occur under
existing conditions and with each SOCTIIP build Alternative based on the performance criteria
described in Section 3.2.3 (Performance Criteria for Operations) in the EIS/SEIR. The following
summarizes the number of weekday peak hour deficiencies under existing conditions and under
the SOCTIIP build Alternatives in 2025:

e Under existing conditions, deficiencies occur at three segments of I-5, 12 freeway/tollway
ramps (nine I-5 ramps and three SR 241 ramps) and 10 intersections (six arterial-to-arterial
and four artenial-to-freeway/tollway ramps).

e Under the build Alternatives that include the FTC-S toll road extension from Oso Parkway to
I-5 with a Far East Corridor connection at I-5 (FEC-M, FEC-W and A7C-FEC-M
Alternatives), deficiencies occur at eight segments of I-5, 15 freeway/tollway ramps (12 I-5
ramps and three SR 241 ramps) and 29 intersections (20 arterial-to-arterial and nine arterial-
to-freeway/tollway ramps).

e Under the build Alternatives that include the FTC-S toll road extension from Oso Parkway to
I-5 with a Central Corridor connection at I-5 (CC Alternative), deficiencies occur at seven
segments of I-5, 16 freeway/tollway ramps (13 I-5 ramps and three SR 241 ramps) and 27
intersections (18 arterial-to-arterial and nine arterial-to-freeway/tollway ramps).

e Under the build Alternatives that include the FTC-S toll road extension from Oso Parkway to
Avenida La Pata (CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Altematives), deficiencies occur at 10
segments of I-5, 16 freeway/tollway ramps (13 I-5 ramps and three SR 241 ramps) and 34
intersections (25 arterial-to-arterial and nine arterial-to-freeway/tollway ramps).

e Under the ATO Alternative, deficiencies occur at 12 segments of I-5, 16 freeway/tollway
ramps (11 [-5 ramps and five SR 241 ramps) and 36 intersections (25 arterial-to-arterial and
11 arterial-to-freeway/tollway ramps).

e Under the I-5 Alternative, a deficiency occurs at one segment of I-5, 11 freeway/tollway
ramps (eight I-5 ramps and three SR 241 ramps) and 31 intersections (24 arterial-to-arterial
and seven arterial-to-freeway/toliway ramps).
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ES.6.1.3 Potential Adverse Traffic Impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives

Long Term Adverse Traffic Impacts of the Build Alternatives

The adverse traffic impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives were identified by comparing
2025 peak hour traffic conditions based on the No Action Alternative with 2025 peak hour traffic
conditions under each of the build Alternatives. A facility on the circulation system is adversely
impacted if the following two conditions are satisfied:

e The facility is forecast to operate at a deficient LOS in 2025 under the build Alternative.

e Compared to the No Action Alternative, the contribution to the deficient LOS by the build
Alternative exceeds the impact thresholds.

Table ES 6-7 summarizes the locations where direct and indirect adverse impacts occur under the
build Alternatives compared to the No Action Alternative, and the circulation and land use
scenario(s) under which the adverse impacts occur. The circulation and land use assumptions in
each scenario are described in detail in Section 3.0 of the EIS/SEIR. As described in

Table ES 6-7:

e The FEC-M, FEC-W and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives have no direct adverse impacts to
mainline segments of the I-5, arterial intersections or freeway/tollway ramps.

e The CC Alternative has no direct adverse impacts to mainline segments of the I-5, has one
direct impact to an arterial intersection and two direct impacts to freeway/tollway ramps.

e The CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Altematives have no direct adverse impacts to mainline
segments of the I-5, have seven direct impacts to arterial intersections and three direct
impacts to freeway/tollway ramps.

e The I-5 Alternative has no direct adverse impacts to mainline segments of the I-5, has twelve
direct impacts to arterial intersections and seven direct impacts to freeway/tollway ramps.

e The AIO Alternative has no direct adverse impacts to mainline segments of the I-5, has
fifteen direct impacts to arterial intersections and nine direct impacts to freeway/tollway

ramps.

The number of direct adverse impacts listed for each of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives is a
summation of the direct adverse impacts that occur in each circulation and land use scenario that
was analyzed. The direct adverse impact at a given location that was included in the summation
occurs under one or more scenarios, and a location where a direct adverse impact occurs in more
than one scenario was only counted once in the summation of direct adverse impacts. The
scenarios under which direct adverse impacts occur at each location are listed in Table ES.6-7.

The indirect adverse impacts listed in Table ES.6-7 are a result of a change in travel patterns due
to new or expanded transportation facilities constructed under a given build Alternative. While
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these indirect impacts are generally small in magnitude, they are nevertheless adverse impacts
under the defined performance criteria. The most common example occurs under a SOCTIIP
build Alternative in which the FTE™S diverts traffic from I-5, thereby reducing the level of
congestion on I-5. As a result, vehicle traffic that may otherwise avoid I-5 would choose to use
I-5, resulting in additional traffic at some ramps and ramp intersections serving I-5. While some
I-5 ramps and ramp intersections are deficient under the No Action Alternative, a build
Alternative may, in certain cases, worsen those deficiencies because of this additional traffic.
Because this traffic does not have origins or destinations in the vicinity of the SOCTIIP
transportation improvements under a build Alternative (that is, the traffic occurs in the
circulation system but not on or as a result of the SOCTIIP improvements), the impacts of this
added traffic are indirect. Specifically, there is no direct connection between this increased
traffic and the SOCTIIP improvements built, but rather there i1s a change in travel routes and
patterns due to I-5 having additional capacity compared to the No Action Alternative.

The indirect impacts of the build Alternatives occur at freeway ramps and ramp intersections on
[-5. Under the corridor Alternatives, indirect impacts occur at the following I-5 freeway ramps
and ramp intersections: northbound ramp intersection at Ortega Highway, northbound on-ramp at
Avenida Pico; southbound off-ramp at Camino Capistrano; northbound on-ramp at Ortega
Highway; southbound off-ramp at Ortega Highway; and northbound on-ramp at Stonehill Drive.
Indirect adverse impacts occur at these locations under all the corridor Alternatives under various
traffic assumption scenarios, with the exception of the CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternatives
which do not have an indirect adverse impact at the I-5 southbound Ortega Highway off-ramp,
and the CC, CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternatives which have a direct rather than indirect
adverse impact at the I-5 northbound Avenida Pico on-ramp. The I-5 Alternative has no indirect
adverse impacts. The AIO Alternative has indirect adverse impacts at the I-5 northbound on-
ramp at Stonehill Drive under two build out traffic scenarios.

Long Term Traffic Impacts Under the No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative assumes that the circulation system in southern Orange County is
developed consistent with current adopted regional, sub-regional, and local transportation plans,
with the exception that the FTC is not extended south of its existing terminus at Oso Parkway.
The No Action Alternative was used in several analysis scenarios with different land use
assumptions in the RMV area and different circulation system assumptions (committed
transportation improvements or build out of the MPAH). The circulation system deficiencies
under the No Action Alternative in 2025 based on the committed and build out circulation
system and the proposed 14,000 dus RMV development plan are:

e 12 segments of I-5 under the committed circulation system and 11 segments of I-5 under the
build out circulation system (El Camino Real to Junipero Serra Road and Oso Parkway to El
Toro Road).

e 17 freeway/tollway ramps (13 [-5 ramps and four SR 241 ramps) under the committed
circulation system and 14 freeway/tollway ramps (nine I-5 ramps and four SR 241 ramps)
under the build out circulation system.
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e 4] intersections (27 arterial-to-arterial and 14 arterial-to-freeway/tollway ramps) under the
committed circulation system and 27 intersections (20 arterial-to-arterial and seven arterial-
to-freeway/ tollway ramps) under the build out circulation system.

Under 2025 conditions based on the No Action Alternative with the build out circulation system
and the proposed 14,000 dus RMV development plan, extended periods of traffic congestion are
forecast on I-5, particularly north of Oso Parkway and from Ortega Highway to south of Avenida
Pico. Although congestion is not forecast on the segment of I-5 between Junipero Serra Road
and Oso Parkway, the back-up of traffic caused by the congestion problems to the north and
south would likely spill over onto that segment of I-5. Under this 2025 scenario based on the No
Action Alternative, one or more ramps and/or ramp intersections at the I-5 interchanges at Oso
Parkway, Crown Valley Parkway, Ortega Highway and Avenida Pico are forecast to operate
over capacity in one or both of the peak hours, as are the main arterial intersections along
Antonio Parkway/Avenida La Pata from Oso Parkway to Avenida Pico.

Adverse Construction Impacts on Traffic and Circulation

As shown in Table ES.6-1, there would be potential short term adverse impacts associated with
the movement of construction equipment and workers to and from work site(s), materials
movement and diversion of traffic from roads and freeways on which construction will be
occurring under the build alternatives. Roads in the vicinity of construction activities and roads
used by construction workers and for materials movement could experience short term adverse
impacts associated with increased construction related traffic.

Cumulative Traffic Impacts

The traffic impact analysis is inherently cumulative because it is based on assumptions of build
out in accordance with adopted forecasts and projections or other defined circulation system and
land use assumptions. The potential beneficial effects and adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP
Alternatives related to traffic were evaluated with specific assumptions regarding growth and
future improvements to the circulation system in the study area. The study area for potential
cumulative adverse impacts to traffic and circulation is the area generally served by the existing
freeway and arterial circulation system. The impact analysis for the build and No Action
Alternatives was based on the impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives assuming growth and other
land use assumptions at build out and, therefore, includes cumulative impacts in the future
condition scenarios.

ES.6.1.4 Mitigation Measures Related to Traffic and Circulation

Construction related traffic impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives will be substantially
mitigated based on implementation of measure CT-1 which requires the preparation and
implementation of a Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP). The CTMP will identify
haul route alignments and schedules, public information programs, alternative travel routes for
schools and emergency service providers and other elements to avoid or substantially reduce
potentially adverse construction related traffic impacts of the build Altematives. Even with the
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CTMP, it is expected that some short term construction related traffic impacts would remain
adverse after mitigation.

Table ES.6-8 1dentifies mitigation to avoid or substantially reduce the potential adverse traffic
impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives related to long term direct adverse impacts. As
shown, these mitigation measures include additional turn and through lanes at intersections,
interchanges and on ramps. Even with mitigation, the CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-ALPV, AIO and I-5
Alternatives would result in substantial long term direct adverse impacts after mitigation at
various intersections and interchanges as discussed below in Section ES.6.1.4.

As described earlier in Section ES.6.1.2 (Analysis of Alternatives with Existing Conditions as
the Baseline for Impact Assessment), there would be a substantial number of deficiencies in the
circulation system when the existing circulation system is compared to future with and without
project traffic demand. No mitigation is proposed for those deficiencies because:

e The appropriate mitigation is the implementation of projects in the MPAH and RTP that are
funded or have committed funding as described in Section 3.2.5 (Future Transportation
System) in the EIS/SEIR. This mitigation will occur based on existing plans and
commitments separate from any SOCTIIP build Alternative.

e Mitigation of these impacts is the responsibility of the other federal, state and/or local
agencies or the development projects that will occur in accordance with adopted plans,
policies and project approvals.

e Comparison of existing conditions in 2001 to with-SOCTIIP build out in 2025 is somewhat
misleading because it overlooks substantial changes that are anticipated to occur within the
2025 planning horizon. The comparison of 2025 with-project conditions to existing
conditions does not reflect circulation system changes during the planning horizon that will
occur due to future development and implementation of committed road projects.

ES.6.1.5 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation
Related to Traffic and Circulation

The following SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in unavoidable long term direct adverse
impacts related to traffic and circulation which cannot be fully mitigated:

CC Alternative: deficiencies at one intersection and two [-5 ramps. . The adverse impacts at
the I-5 ramps are inconsistent with FHWA policy which prohibits the consideration of an
alternative which would reduce the level of service on an existing Interstate facility. These
adverse impacts at the I-5 ramps can be substantially mitigated based on design variation to the
CC/I-5 interchange design. However, because of other right-of-way, cost and noise impacts
which are greater under the design variation than the I-5 connection in the CC Altemative, the
design vanation is not included in the CC Alternative connection to I-5 and is not included in the
mitigation measures for the CC Alternative. Therefore, the CC Alternative would result in
unavoidable adverse impacts at two I-5 ramps that are not fully mitigated.

e CC-ALPV Alternative: deficiencies at one intersection and one I-5 ramp.
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e A7C-ALPV Alternative: deficiencies at one intersection and one I-5 ramp.
e AJO Alternative: deficiencies at four intersections, one I-5 ramp, and one SR 241 ramp.

e [-5 Alternative: deficiencies at two intersections and three I-5 ramps.

As shown in Table ES.6-8, even with mitigation, the CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-ALPV, AIO and I-5
Alternatives would result in significant adverse long term direct impacts to intersections and
interchanges after mitigation that cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance under
CEQA.

The FEC-M, FEC-W and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives would not result in unavoidable adverse
impacts related to traffic and circulation that cannot be mitigated or that are significant under
CEQA after mitigation.

The construction related traffic impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would be
substantially mitigated, but not to below a level of significance under CEQA.

ES.6.2 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO WETLANDS AND WATERS OF THE
UNITED STATES

This Section summarizes the potential impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives related to wetlands
and Waters of the United States (WoUS). Section 4.10 (Existing Environment, Impacts and
Mitigation Related to Wetlands and Waters of the United States) in the EIS/SEIR describes the
existing conditions, study area and methodology, impacts analysis and mitigation measures
related to wetlands and WoUS in detail. The potential impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives
related to wetlands and WoUS are summarized in Table ES.6-1.

The TCA criteria for making refinements to the horizontal and vertical components of the
SOCTIIP build Alternatives included wetlands as a major environmental parameter to
incorporate the avoidance and the minimization of impacts strategy. Specifically, the TCA
completed a three-step approach to avoid and/or minimize impacts to wetland areas. First, the
altemnatives refinement process avoided wetland areas to the maximum extent possible. The
refined alignments closely follow the natural contours of the existing terrain to substantially
reduce the volume of cut and fill while minimizing the area of disturbance and reducing potential
impacts to WoUS and sensitive habitat. Second, known wetland areas that required a crossing of
a major watercourse, such as at the crossings of San Juan Creek, San Mateo Creek and Canada
Gobernadora, were identified. Impacts to wetlands at those crossings were avoided by careful
alignment of the bridge structure across each watercourse. Last, other smaller wetland areas,
such as the wetland adjacent to Tesoro High School and the Blind/Gabino complex, were
avoided by shifting the road alignment away from these wetland features.

R. Daniel Smith of the ACOE Research and Development Center, Waterways Experiment
Station conducted an assessment titled “Potential Impacts of Alternative Transportation
Corridors on Waters of the U.S. and Riparian Ecosystems for the Southern Orange County
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Transportation Infrastructure Improvement Project” (ERDC Report, 2003). This assessment was
used as the basis for wetland impacts and for the evaluation of the altematives for potential
elimination from detailed evaluation in the EIS/SEIR. It is anticipated that the assessment
represents an overestimate of the reported wetland acreage and the wetland delineation will
reflect this belief by showing a lower acreage impacted. Because the study is a planning level
assessment, it is anticipated that some areas, during the field reconnaissance, will not be
identified as wetlands during the more formal wetland delineation process which usually result in
smaller areas that meet the official protocol methods. By implementing these alignment
adjustments, impacts to wetlands were reduced from approximately 22 ha (53 ac) for the FEC-M
Ultimate and approximately 16 ha (40 ac) for the FEC-W Ultimate. Adjustments to the original
A7C-FECV alignment resulted in a reduction of wetland impacts from approximately 26 ha (65
ac) in the Ultimate to approximately 18 ha (45 ac) for the A7C-FEC-M Alternative. A
delineation for the preferred Alternative will be prepared prior to the Final EIS/SEIR.

ES.6.2.1 Potential Impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives

Potential Adverse Impacts Related to Wetlands and Waters of the United States

Direct Adverse Impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives on Wetlands and WoUS

Based on a baseline assessment of the ecosystem integrity (ERDC Report, 2003) along the
alignment of each build Alternative and analysis of the potential impact of each Alternative on
the ecosystem, it was determined that the [-5 and AIO Alternatives would result in the least
disturbance to wetland resources because these alignments largely pass through areas of existing
built environment. As discussed in the ERDC report, of the corridor Alternatives, the A7C-
ALPV Alternative would have the least impact on WoUS and wetlands. The FEC-M, FEC-W
and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives would have a lesser adverse impact than the CC and CC-ALPV
Alternatives, which would have the greatest adverse impact of all the SOCTTIIP build
Alternatives on WoUS and wetlands.

In addition to the three-step approach to minimizing and reducing potential impacts to WoUS
and wetlands, mitigation measures were developed to avoid or substantially reduce the potential
adverse short and long term impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives. With implementation of
the proposed mitigation measures, the potential for adverse impacts to WoUS and wetlands as a
result of construction of one of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would be substantially reduced.
No unavoidable adverse impacts related to WoUS and wetlands would remain after mitigation.

Project Design Features (PDFs) incorporate a runoff management strategy primarily for on site
runoff that originates on the project site. The PDFs address the potential for direct and indirect
impacts from project runoff. PDFs include extended detention basins (EDBs) and supplemental
energy dissipating strategies for hydrology and erosion and sedimentation and pollutant
treatment. PDFs were developed to provide multiple benefits; primarily increasing storage and
reducing project discharges to pre-project levels to the maximum extent practicable. Providing
these PDFs reduces potential adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives to water
quality, habitat and hydrologic integrity per the SAMP and NPDES critenia. Runoff that
originates outside the project (i.e. outside the pavement and immediately adjacent area) is
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maintained and conveyed through the project without mixing with runoff that originates on the
project. This 1s done with bridges, culverts or pipeline conveyance facilities. As a consequence
of this runoff management strategy, this water is essentially passed through the project site and
the water quality and erosive qualities would remain essentially unchanged. The TCA developed
a runoff management strategy to ensure the prevention of impacts to aquatic resources through
appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPS) and PDFs for erosion control, water quality and
water quality treatment.

Indirect Impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives Related to Wetlands and WoUS

As described above, the SOCTIIP build Alternatives include PDFs including EDBs and velocity
control measures to avoid or reduce potential indirect operational impacts related to water
quality, erosion, changes in runoff volume and/or velocity and changes in area hydrology and
water quality. The potential water quality impacts are minimized to the maximum extent
practicable and downstream water quality impacts are anticipated to be negligible.

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives Related to Wetlands and Waters of the United States

The No Action Alternatives do not propose construction or implementation of any SOCTIIP
related transportation infrastructure improvements. Therefore, these Alternatives would not
result in any SOCTIIP related adverse impacts to wetlands or WoUS.

Cumulative Impacts Related to Wetlands and Waters of the United States

If unmitigated, the cumulative effect of the SOCTIIP Alternatives and other projects in the study
arca may have a substantial adverse impact on the hydrologic, water quality,
erosion/sedimentation potential and groundwater resources of the watersheds in the SOCTIIP
study area. At a regional and local level, these impacts may include increases in discharges,
runoff volumes, and runoff velocities; erosion and sedimentation increases; water quality
degradation; and impacts on groundwater levels and quality. Based on the RWQCB
requirements, it is anticipated that all future projects in these watersheds will be required to
comply with guidelines and regulations similar to the SOCTIIP Alternatives or appropriate to the
specific land use. As emphasized below, developments that discharge surface water runoff must
meet certain drainage requirements based on regulatory requirements and controls. This includes
consideration for erosion, requiring certain energy dissipation strategies to control erosive
velocities draining a given project. Due to these controls, as well as the runoff management
strategy for the SOCTIIP build Alternatives, substantial cumulative impacts are not anticipated
to occur.

Both private and public projects are regulated under the CWA and State Fish and Game Code.
The agencies responsible for implementing these regulations, the ACOE and CDFG, have
written policies relevant to wetlands and WoUS. The policies include no net loss of wetland
values. Projects that impact wetlands and WoUS are required to conform with these no net loss
policies and any impacts to such resources require either a permit or an agreement with the
ACOE and CDFG. To obtain a permit/agreement to impact these resources, the applicant must
demonstrate compliance with this policy by avoiding, minimizing, repairing, replacing or
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compensating for the impact. The objective is to ensure the policy is adhered to and wetland
values are retained and become a condition of the project. Performance standards are assigned to
ensure that the implementation, monitoring and maintenance are in place to fully compensate for
any values that are lost as a result of a proposed project. These regulations represent a safeguard,
specifically designed to avoid cumulative losses of wetlands. For cumulative projects, as well
as for the proposed development on RMV, a no net loss of wetland values would result in the
maintenance of wetlands as projects are implemented.

In addition, the County of Orange and San Diego County, and the areas adjacent to and within
the major watersheds in which the SOCTIIP build Alternatives are located, include other
important regional conservation programs. These include the NCCP program and the SAMP as
described earlier in Section ES.3.2. The Nature Reserve of Orange County is the designated
authority that oversees the NCCP program; it includes the participation of the USFWS and
CDFG; and responds to endangered species through a habitat-based approach to conservation.
The SAMP 1s administered by the ACOE with an emphasis on wetland and WoUS conservation
based on watershed function and values. Both these conservation programs include maintaining
and preserving high value wetland resources within the associated watersheds in an effort to
maintain a level of ecological integrity with sufficient value and function to retain and perpetuate
both biological resource functions and wetland values such as groundwater recharge and habitat
for dependent wildlife.

The California Coastal Act has even more stringent regulations affecting issuance of permits that
would adversely affect wetlands. As such, considering the existing regulatory requirements,
implementation of the cumulative projects would not result in cumulative losses of wetlands.
Indirect impacts can affect wetlands through increases in velocity, inundation or water quality
degradation. Both private and public projects are regulated for water quality and floodplain
encroachment. Developments that discharge surface water runoff must meet certain drainage
and water quality requirements. The RWQCB regulates water quality. This includes
consideration for erosion, requiring certain energy dissipation strategies to control erosive
velocities draining a given project. The erosive velocities are, therefore, managed on the project
site or at the point of discharge and do not materially contribute to erosion potential. Due to
these controls, as well as the runoff management strategy for the SOCTIIP build Alternatives,
substantial cumulative impacts are not anticipated to occur. Thus, no adverse cumulative
impacts would be anticipated in increases in inundation levels. According to the findings
presented in the water quality section, water quality impacts are minimized based on the
maximum extent practicable criteria and downstream impacts are anticipated to be negligible.
Therefore, it can be iterpolated that there would not be adverse cumulative impacts to wetlands.

ES.6.2.2 Mitigation Measures Related to Wetlands and Waters of the United States

In coordination with the SOCTIIP Collaborative and in the context of the environmental
permitting, TCA will agree on an appropriate mitigation site(s), if a toll road alternative is
selected as the preferred alternative. The important consideration in the development,
implementation and long range success of mitigation for wetland communities and upland
communities 18 not necessarily tied just to the ratio and ultimate acreage, but the timing of
mitigation implementation, quality, location and ultimate performance of the site selected. For a
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wetland component, the goal would include that there is no net loss of wetland habitat values
within the vicinity or region of the impact area. The ultimate site for creation, or an
acknowledged mitigation bank, would be selected with performance standards that replace those
wetland values temporarily or permanently impacted by the SOCTIIP. Values can be improved
in a given area, regardless of a specific ratio and acreage totals, if the site has connectivity,
sufficient hydrology and replaces or even improves on the those biological values impacted (1.e.
groundwater recharge improvement, benefits derived from an edge effect or ecotone, percent
cover, canopy, endangered species component, etc.). In addition, there is potentially a
combination of strategies that might result in no net loss or even improvement in wetland habitat
values with the added strategy of enhancing existing degraded habitat and the removal of exotics
such as giant reed or tamarisk. The merit of the mitigation is best addressed within the regional
context of the site and the total mitigation strategy as the conceptual action plan 1s developed. It
is, therefore, timely to commit to a basic ratio as a starting point, rather than an arbitrary standard
without knowing the full strategy. This approach provides flexibility, knowing there will be the
requisite performance standards that commit to a quality program.

Mitigation measures incorporated in the SOCTIIP build Alternatives to avoid or substantially
reduce the potentially adverse short and long term impacts of those Alternatives to WoUS and
wetlands require:

WW-1 Acquire the services of a Project Biologist to oversee biological monitoring,
regulatory compliance and restoration associated with construction of the selected
alternative.

WW-2  During final design, the Project Biologist shall review of the design plans and
development of recommendations for further avoidance and minimization of sensitive
biological resources.

WW-3  Develop and implement a Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMP) which
provides specific design and implementation features of the biological resources
mitigation measures in the resource agency approval documents.

WW-4  During final design, the Project Biologist shall review and approve the contractor’s
map of all sensitive habitats (Environmentally Sensitive Areas, ESAs) within 152.4
meters (500 feet) of the grading limits on the grading plans.

WW-5  During grading and construction, the Project Biologist shall conduct monitoring of
construction in and adjacent to sensitive habitats to document adherence to habitat
and avoidance measures in the project mitigation measures and the USFWS, CDFG
and ACOE permits and agreements.

WW-6  Restore perennial river and stream channels and ephemeral drainages and washes to
their original contours on completion of construction where feasible, with the
exclusion of areas of permanent impact.
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WW-7  During all construction, no construction equipment or vehicles will be stored in
ESAs, including areas within the jurisdiction of the ACOE and/or CDFG.

WW-8  During all construction, no waste material shall be discharged to any CDFG or ACOE
jurisdictional areas.

WW-9  Prior to final design, the Contractor shall prepare the final construction RMP.

WW-10 Staging areas for construction equipment will be outside areas of ACOE or CDFG
jurisdiction.

WW-11  Prior to final design, the TCA or implementing agency shall prepare a jurisdictional
delineation documenting the WoUS jurisdictional impacts for the selected alternative
and prepare a functional assessment.

Prior to final design, the TCA or other implementing agency shall prepare a functional
assessment of the wetland mitigation plan according to the tenets of the ACOE Regulatory
Guidance Letter 02-2 to assure that the functions and values have been replaced and that no net
loss of waters and wetlands requirements have been met. Habitat replacement guidelines shall
be followed to identify and quantify habitats that will be removed along with the locations where
habitats will be restored or relocated to ensure no net loss.

ES.6.2.3 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation for
Waters of the United States and Wetlands

Based on implementation of mitigation measures WW-1 to WW-11 described above, the adverse
impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives related to WoUS and wetlands would be substantially
mitigated. No unavoidable adverse impacts related to WoUS and wetlands would remain after
mitigation.

The significant adverse impacts to WoUS and wetlands would be mitigated to below a level of
significance under CEQA.

ES.6.3 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO WILDLIFE, FISHERIES AND
VEGETATION

This Section summarizes the potential impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives related to wildlife,
fisheries and vegetation. Section 4.11 (Existing Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Related to
Wildlife, Fisheries and Vegetation) in the EIS/SEIR describes the existing conditions, study area
and methodology, impacts analysis and mitigation measures related to these resources in detail.
These potential impacts are summarized in Table ES.6-1.
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ES.6.3.1 Potential Impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives

Potential Adverse Direct Impacts Related Wildlife, Fisheries and Vegetation

Direct Impacts to Plant Communities

The direct impacts to plant communities from the SOCTIIP build Alternatives involve the
temporary or permanent loss of these communities resulting from direct removal due to clearing,
grubbing and grading. The areas of disturbance by plant community and alternative are
summarized in Tables ES.6-9 and ES.6-10. Plant communities adversely impacted by the build
Alternatives include Venturan-Diegan coastal sage scrub and other scrub communities; several
types of grasslands; vernal pools, seeps and wet meadows, march communities; riparian
communities; water resources; cliff and rock communities; agriculture; and developed, disturbed
and graded areas, as shown in Tables ES.6-9 and ES.6-10.

Direct Impacts to Plant Species

The SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in direct adverse impacts to sensitive plant species,
which vary depending on the Alternative, as shown in Table ES.6-11. Because there can be
substantial annual variation in the numbers of individuals and in the geographic extent of rare
plant populations, particularly of annual plant species, due to differences in the distribution and
abundance of rainfall, the numbers of plants are expected to change on a year-to-year basis. The
values in Table ES.6-11 provide an appropriate basis for comparing the impacts of the SOCTIIP
build Alternatives on plant species, based on the numbers of populations and the estimated
numbers of plants in those populations. As shown in Table ES.6-11, the FEC-W and A7C-FEC-
M Altenatives would impact the least number of plants. The FEC-M Alternative would impact
more plants than the FEC-W and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives. The CC, CC-ALPV and A7C-
ALPV Alternatives would impact the greatest numbers of plants. The I-5 and AIO Alternatives
would not result in impacts to sensitive plant species.

Direct Impacts Related to General Wildlife

Potential direct adverse impacts to general wildlife include the loss of native and nonnative
habitats that provide valuable nesting, foraging and denning opportunities for a variety of
wildlife species. Removing or altering habitats along the alignments of the Alternatives would
result in the loss of small mammals, reptiles, amphibians and other animals of slow mobility that
live in the habitats in the direct impact areas of the Alternatives. More mobile wildlife species
now using the study area may be able to vacate the disturbance areas but would be forced to
move into adjacent areas of open space, consequently increasing competition for available
resources in those areas. This could result in losing individuals of the wildlife population that
cannot successfully compete.

Because the SOCTIIP corridor Alternatives are primarily long linear corridors, they would result
in habitat fragmentation. A linear transportation corridor would fragment both common and
sensitive amphibian, reptile and small mammal species populations on either side of the
alignments, reducing opportunities for genetic exchange and population replenishment. Birds
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and larger mammal species, which are more capable of crossing the road alignments, would be
affected to a lesser extent. The proposed wildlife undercrossings and bridges have been located
i areas known to support wildlife movement. Access across the Alternatives would be
restricted to the wildlife undercrossings and bridges provided along the alignment of each
Alternative. Figure 4.11-6 in Section 4.11 of the EIS/SEIR provides a graphical representation
of the locations of the wildlife corridor and proposed wildlife undercossings and bridges. The
long term adverse impacts of habitat fragmentation and reduced dispersal opportunities may
cause more substantial impacts to on site wildlife populations than the actual loss of habitat.

Impacts to general wildlife under the FEC-W, FEC-M and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives would be
greater than impacts under the CC, CC-ALPV, and A7C-APLV Alternatives. The longer the
alignment of an Alternative and the greater the extent to which it traverses and fragments open
space, the greater the wildlife impacts. The impacts of the I-5 and AIO Alternatives on wildlife
resources would be adverse but not as great as under the corridor alternatives.

Direct Impacts Related to Wildlife Corridors

The SOCTIIP build Alternatives cross drainages, ridgelines and canyons known to support, or
likely to support, local and/or regional wildlife movement. The more prominent of these are San
Juan, San Onofre and San Mateo Creeks, and Cafiada Chiquita, Cafiada Gobernadora,
Cnstianitos Canyon and Blind/Gabino Canyon. It is expected that many smaller, unmapped
canyons and ephemeral dramages are also likely to contribute to regional wildlife connectivity
and would be impacted as they are crossed by the alignments. Direct impacts to wildlife
corridors would consist of any physical blockage or constriction of an existing wildlife corridor,
or removal of native vegetation in that corridor, to the extent that this activity or alteration would
prevent or substantially restrict the movement of animals between habitat areas fragmented by
the road alignment. As discussed above, wildlife undercrossings and bridges have been located
in areas of existing wildlife cormdors and are known to support wildlife movement. Table ES.6-
12 identifies the proposed location(s) and number of wildlife undercrossings and bridges for each
of the SOCTIIP build altematives.

All the corridor Alternatives would have similar magnitude of impacts to wildlife corridors. I-5
has, as an existing condition, impacted wildlife corridors. It is not anticipated that the SOCTIIP
improvements to I-5 would substantially exacerbate those existing impacts. The impacts of the
AIO Altemative would be slightly greater than the existing conditions; however, not to the
magnitude of the impacts under the corridor Alternatives.

Direct Impacts to Sensitive Wildlife

The potential adverse mmpacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives on sensitive wildlife species are
shown in Table ES.6-13. Table ES.6-13 shows the number of sightings/detections of each
species made within the limits of disturbance for each build alternative. However, because
wildlife are mobile, these impact numbers represent a snapshot in time and should, therefore, be
considered an approximate and relative estimate of the abundance of a particular species within
the disturbance footprints of the alternatives. Those species mapped and anticipated to occur, but
not feasible to quantify (fish, bats and several reptile species), are also noted in Table ES.6-13.
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For species that are less mobile and/or occupy relatively small home ranges (many reptiles, fairy
shrimp, amphibians, small mammals), the estimates provide a reasonable predictor of the
mortality numbers during construction. Fairy shrimp are not identified on Table ES.6-13
because no individual populations were found within the disturbance limits of the SOCTIIP build
Altematives. However, for most birds, most of these direct impacts would be limited to the
individual’s home range (part of that range), as these species are likely to flee the area at the
initiation of construction.

Potential Adverse Indirect Impacts

Indirect Impacts on Plant Communities

Indirect adverse impacts on plant communities are anticipated to include increased susceptibility
of adjacent native habitats to invasion by non-native species; and increased dust accumulation on
plant leaves. Invasive plant species are of particular concern because they usually germinate
before native plants in the fall and, with rapid growth rates, can quickly out compete native
species. If not controlled, invasive species may encroach into adjacent, open space areas and
diminish the quality of native plant communities. Although all native plant communities along
the alignments of the build Alternatives would be affected by the introduction and spread of non-
native plant species, these impacts would be of particular concern in native habitats designated as
open space such as in General Thomas F. Riley Wilderness Park, Cafiada Gobernadora, San Juan
Creek, Donna O’Neill Land Conservancy, Gabino Canyon, Cristianitos Creek, San Onofre State
Beach, San Mateo Creek, Ladera Land Conservancy and Trestles Natural Wetland Preserve.
Grading would disturb soils and result in the accumulation of dust on the surface of the leaves of
trees, shrubs and herbs. It 1s expected that the dust impacts would be most severe during

flowering.

The implementation of the Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), the Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), the PDFs and overall pollution prevention strategies discussed in
detail Sections 4.8 and 4.9 in the EIS/SEIR that address water resources have been designed to
manage onsite and offsite runoff to substantively avoid or minimize indirect impacts to
downstream resources. Pollutant loading, erosive discharges and sediment transport are all
minimized with the runoff management strategies and effectively avoid the potential for adverse
indirect impacts to plant communities. These runoff strategies are incorporated directly into the
project design.

Indirect Impacts on Wildlife Corridors

Indirect adverse impacts to wildlife corridors occurring as a result of the Alternatives would
result from construction and operations noise, street lighting, increased mortality associated with
vehicular interactions, urban pests and invasive plant material. Any indirect disturbance of the
habitats associated with a wildlife corridor may ultimately preclude the use of that wildlife
corridor by a vanety of wildlife species. The SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in
indirect wildlife impacts, with the corridor Alternatives having greater magnitude impacts than
the -5 or AIO Alternatives.
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Indirect Impacts Related to Road Mortality

Mitigation was developed to address the potential for indirect impacts related to road mortality.
As stated in mitigation measure WV-17, fencing at least 2.1 m (seven ft) high would be erected
on both sides of the alignment constructed from the underpass entrance to a distance of at least
1.0 km (0.62 mi) along the corridor to "funnel" wildlife to the underpass area and to minimize
wildlife attempts to cross the road surface. Even with implementation of mitigation to reduce
road mortality, the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would have an adverse impact as a result of road
mortality. The impacts under the corridor Alternatives are greater than under the 1-5 and AIO
Alternatives because the alignments of those two Altematives are partially located in developed

areas.
Indirect Impacts Related to Noise

Wildlife in areas of habitat in proximity to the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would be subjected to
increased noise levels. However, based on discussion with FHWA and Caltrans biologists
(2003), there are no published regulations regarding noise-level effects on wildlife. Noise levels
greater than 60dB have been used as a criterion to determine potential impacts on avian species.
It should be noted that it has not been proven that noise above 60dB would negatively impact
avian species. Species vary in their auditory perceptions and vocal abilities, so one documented
criterion is difficult to apply as general criteria to all species. Existing studies trying to establish
that there is a relationship between impact to nesting birds and a maximum noise level of 60 dB
have produced conflicting results. None of the studies conducted have concluded that there is an
adverse impact to breeding habitat resulting in population declines as a result of noise exposure
exceeding 60 dB. In summary, substantive adverse impacts to local avifauna as a result of noise
exposure is not anticipated as a result of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives.

Indirect Impacts Related to Plant Species

Construction of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives may result in the introduction and/or spread of
invasive plant species. Concerns regarding these potential impacts include the potential for the
introduction of 1nvasive species into native habitats adjacent to the construction areas and the
transport of seed from weedy habitats adjacent to the alignments to adjacent native habitats. This
may diminish the quality of native habitats adjacent to the alignments, including San Mateo and
Cnistianitos Creeks, the Donna O’Neill Land Conservancy, San Onofre State Beach and marsh
habitat in Cafiada Gobernadora, which are currently relatively free of non-native, invasive
species. Of particular concern would be the potential to encourage the introduction and spread of
artichoke thistle, giant reed (from San Juan Creek), pampas grass, wild fennel, fountain grass,
German ivy (from Trestles Natural Wetland Preserve), tamarisk, red brome and Brazilian pepper
into native habitats.

Impacts of the No Action Alternative Related to Wildlife, Fisheries and Vegetation

The No Action Alternatives do not propose construction or implementation of any SOCTIIP
related transportation infrastructure improvements. Therefore, these Alternatives would not
result in any SOCTIIP related adverse impacts to wildlife, fisheries and vegetation.
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Cumulative Impacts Related to Wildlife, Fisheries and Vegetation

Cumulatively substantial adverse impacts would occur to sensitive plant communities, sensitive
plant and wildlife species, and wildlife corridors/fragmentation as a result of past project
approvals, planned and future land use changes, and construction of any of the SOCTIIP build
Alternatives.

ES.6.3.2 Mitigation Measures Related to Wildlife, Fisheries and Vegetation

Mitigation performance standards for biological resources include mitigating impacts by (1)
replacing, creating, restoring or preserving one acre of the identified resource for every acre of
the applicable resource impacted by the project or (2) such other mitigation requirement that is
necessary to meet the regulatory standards of an applicable state or federal regulatory program.

The SOCTIIP Collaborative and the TCA will continue to discuss and refine the biological
resources mitigation measures for the toll road alternatives, in the context of the project impacts
and other major governmental actions anticipated in the study area, i.e., the SAMP, NCCP and
the proposed RMV development plan. An important consideration in the development,
implementation and long range success of mitigation is the timing of implementation, quality,
location and ultimate performance of a selected mitigation site. In coordination with the
SOCTIIP Coliaborative, the TCA will agree on an appropriate mitigation site(s), if a toll road
alternative is selected as the preferred alternative, recognizing that the habitat values can be
improved in a given area regardless of specific mitigation ratios if the potential site replaces or
improves on those biological values impacted. The merit of the mitigation 1s best addressed
within the regional context of the site and the total mitigation strategy as the conceptual action
plan is developed. It is, therefore, timely to commit to a basic ratio as a starting point, rather
than an arbitrary standard without knowing the full strategy. This approach provides flexibility,
knowing there will be the requisite performance standards that commit to a quality program.
There is a combination of strategies that would result in no net loss or even improvement in
value including but not limited to a mitigation site(s) that provides or enhances wildlife
connectivity and sustainability of the regional eco-system, potentially incorporating areas not
contiguous to the SOCTIIP study area.

The avoidance, protective and compensatory mitigation measures to avoid or mitigate potential
adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives on wildlife, fisheries and vegetation require:

WV-1  Prior to construction, acquire the services of a Project Biologist responsible for
overseeing biological monitoring, regulatory compliance and restoration activities
associated with construction of the selected Alternative.

WV-2  During final design, the Project Biologist shall review the design plans and make
further recommendations for avoidance and minimization of sensitive biological
resources.
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WV-3

WV-4

WV-5

WV-6

WV-7

WV-§

WV-9

WV-10

WV-11

WV-12
WV-13

WV-14

WV-15

Develop and implement a BRMP providing specific design and implementation
features of the biological resources mitigation measures outlined in the resource
agency approval documents.

During grading and/or construction, the Project Biologist shall conduct monitoring
within and adjacent to sensitive habitats.

During grading and construction, the Project Biologist shall prepare a monthly
biological monitoring letter report summarizing site visits, documenting adherence or
violations of required habitat avoidance measures, and listing necessary remedial
measures.

Prior to grading or vegetation/habitat removal, the Project Biologist shall attend
preconstruction meetings to confirm that all environmental conditions are discussed.

Durning final design, the Project Biologist shall work closely with project landscape
architects to develop native plant palettes for revegetation areas adjacent to the road
that abut natural open space.

In conjunction with final plans or other activities involving vegetation/habitat removal,
the Project Biologist shall review and approve the contractor’s map of all sensitive
habitats (ESAs) within 152.4 meters (500 feet) of the grading limits.

Follow Caltrans’ procedures for the protection of ESAs.

Prior to grading or vegetation/habitat removal, the Project Biologist shall field verify
that protective fencing has been installed along the disturbance limits.

Mitigate impacts to scrub communities (and all sub-types thereof except floodplain
sage scrub) through the use of scrub mitigation credits in the Upper Chiquita Canyon
Conservation Easement area and additional preservation or restoration (if necessary).

Mitigate impacts to native grasslands at a 1:1 ratio through preservation or restoration
in designated open space (e.g., Upper Chiquita Canyon Conservation Easement).

Mitigate impacts to coast live oak and elderberry woodland communities by
preservation and/or restoration of such communities at a ratio of 1:1.

Control dust accumulation on natural vegetation during construction, at the source of
disturbance by standard dust control measures (Refer also to mitigation measures for
air quality during construction in Section ES.7.7).

Prior to final design, the Project Biologist shall ensure that the location of the proposed
wildlife bridges and culverts will provide adequate travel capabilities, contain adequate
vegetation cover, have adequate daylight and have appropriate fencing to encourage
animals to use these underpasses.
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WV-16

WV-17

WV-18

WV-19

WV-20

WV-21

WV-22

WwWVv-23

WV-24

WV-25

WV-26

WV-27

Prior to or in conjunction with the permit of application and/or process, Caltrans and
resource agencies are to be given an opportunity for review and approval of the design
of wildlife movement bridges, undercrossings and culverts.

Fencing at least 2.1 m (seven ft) high will be erected on both sides of the alignment
from the underpass entrance to a distance of at least 1.0 km (0.62 mi) along the
corridor to "funnel” wildlife to the underpass area and to minimize wildlife attempts to
cross the road surface.

Prior to operation, road signs indicating the potential for wildlife movement shall be
installed where indicated by the Project Biologist.

All bridges and culverts serving as wildlife crossings will be monitored for three years
to document the effectiveness of use by target wildlife species.

Incorporate low-light design features, where feasible, adjacent to the bridges or
culverts within wildlife corridors, and scrub, riparian and woodland communities.

During final design, in coordination with the RMP, design, construct and/or maintain
any structure/culvert placed 1n a stream where sensitive fish species do/may occur such
that 1t does not constitute a barrier to upstream or downstream movement of aquatic
life, or cause an avoidance reaction by fish that impedes their upstream or downstream
movement.

Prior to construction, conduct focused sensitive plant species surveys to determine the
distribution of sensitive plants in the impact area so appropriate avoidance (for all
sensitive plant species), seed collection and salvage measures (for Coulter’s saltbush,
intermediate mariposa lily, southern tarplant, and many-stemmed dudleya) can be
conducted.

During the spring prior to grubbing or grading, flag the limits of individual populations
of Coulter’s saltbush to be impacted and mark individual plants to facilitate locating

individual plants after flowering. Prior to construction, collect seeds from Coulter’s
saltbush plants, for later propagation.

Collect intermediate mariposa lily seed from impacted populations.

Reseed areas determined to have appropriate hydrology and soil chemistry with
southern tarplant seed.

Collect many-stemmed dudleya caudexes and seed from impacted populations.

Before entering or leaving the construction site, inspect all construction equipment for
evidence of invasive species and/or their seeds and wash, if necessary.
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WV-28

WV-29

WV-30

WV-31

WV-32

WV-33

WV-34

WV-35

WV-36

WV-37

WV-38

WV-39

WV-40

Prior to construction, map substantial populations of invasive plant species adjacent to
the grading limits.

The Project Biologist shall prepare an invasive species management program to be
incorporated into the BRMP.

The Project Biologist shall conduct focused surveys in suitable habitat between
February and May (a minimum of one week prior to the onset of construction) to
determine the presence or absence of the western spadefoot toad in the impact area.

The Project Biologist shall conduct focused surveys in suitable habitat between
February and May to determine the presence or absence of the southwestern pond
turtle in the impact area.

During grading, relocate two-striped garter snakes observed in and adjacent to the
impact area outside the construction area.

Grub suitable habitat in the disturbance limits for the San Diego cactus wren from
September to February if feasible.

If grubbing between February and August is unavoidable, surveys by the Project
Biologist will be conducted after the initiation of the nesting season to determine the
presence of San Diego cactus wrens, nest building activities, egg incubation activities
or brood rearing activities.

Prior to construction, the Project Biologist shall survey the construction limits for the
presence of occupied raptor nests and burrowing owl nest burrows.

Prior to construction, the Project Biologist shall survey the construction limits for the
presence of occupied breeding coyote, bobcat or mountain lion dens.

During the spring and summer prior to the habitat removal, a qualified bat biologist
shall survey all potential roosting habitat proposed for removal.

Mitigate impacts to floodplain sage scrub, riparian herb and other sub-types within the
Vemal Pools, Seeps and Wet Meadows and Marsh plant communities at a 1:1 ratio or
other ratio that compensates for functions and values.

Mitigate impacts to riparian scrub, woodland and forest communities by at a 1:1 ratio
or other ration that compensates for functions and values.

Mitigate impacts to open water by the creation of wetlands and/or impounded feature
to be incorporated into the herbaceous riparian habitat restoration to compensate for
functions and values.
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ES.6.3.3 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance Related to
Wildlife, Fisheries and Vegetation

Under NEPA, the unavoidable adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives related to
wildlife and vegetation would be substantial and adverse even after mitigation, as summarized in
Tables ES.6-1, ES.6-9, ES.6-10, ES.6-11, ES.6-13 and ES.6-14. For the FEC-M, FEC-W, A7C-
FEC-M, CC, CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Altematives, the effects of general habitat loss, wildlife
loss (including sensitive species) and habitat fragmentation are anticipated to result in substantial
adverse impacts even after mitigation.

Under CEQA, except for impacts to sensitive plant communities, the impacts of the SOCTIIP
Alternatives to plant communities are not significant. These adverse impacts are not significant
because they would be limited in extent and the plant community is sufficiently widespread in
southern California; the impacts would not substantially diminish the resource on a regionwide
basis; the plant community 1s dominated by non-native species, indicators of significant previous
site disturbance; or the areas have low biological value, such as nurseries, disturbed and
developed areas.

Direct impacts to sensitive plant communities would be considered significant under CEQA.
These adverse impacts are significant because the plant community or association is rare in
California and is considered threatened or very threatened by the California Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDB) or 1s otherwise considered sensitive by local or regional agencies or by the
CDFG or USFWS; the plant community is a unique association comprised of elements of one or
more sensitive plant communities; the plant community/association is not widespread; or the
plant community/association provides habitat for sensitive plants or wildlife. These sensitive
plant communities would include upland communities such as Venturan-Diegan transitional
coastal sage scrub, sage scrub-grassland ecotones, sage scrub-chaparral ecotones and native
grassland. Impacts to these communities would be partially mitigated primarily through the
acquisition and preservation of such communities.

To partially mitigate these impacts, the TCA has identified additional habitat preservation and
restoration activities in the Upper Chiquita Canyon Conservation Area. The Upper Chiquita
Canyon Conservation Area consists of approximately 478.7 hectares (1,182 acres) created by the
TCA to mitigate biological impacts resulting from construction of the FTC-N. Of these 478.7
hectares (1,182 acres), 327 credits have been set-aside as a mitigation bank for future project
impacts. The Conservation Area was originally under substantial threat for development and the
resources within the Area have been conserved, but otherwise would have been lost or
substantially degraded. In addition, the Upper Chiquita Canyon Conservation Area provides
opportunities for preservation activities consisting of additional habitat for oak woodland and
sensitive plant species. There are also opportunities for restoration activities on site that would
include additional acres of oak woodland, non-wetland drainages, coastal sage scrub, coastal
sage scrub/native perennial grassland ecotone and native perennial grassland habitats. These
opportunities for preservation and restoration activities would also serve to partially mitigate
impacts on sensitive plants for the SOCTIIP Alternatives.

A net loss of these rare communities that provide habitats for a unique assemblage of plants and
wildlife would occur as a result of implementation of all the SOCTIIP build Alternatives. Based
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on the biological diversity, scarcity, location and importance of the sensitive plant communities
and the amount of community impacted, these impacts are substantial even after mitigation
because the impacts for the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in a net loss. Therefore,
impacts to these upland communities under these Alternatives would be considered significant
and adverse after mitigation under CEQA.

Because it would not be possible to create rock outcrop and xeric cliff face habitat, impacts to
this community resulting from the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would be significant, adverse and
unmitigable under CEQA.

The loss of wildlife species including sensitive species and their habitats, in conjunction with the
local fragmentation of opens space lands resulting from implementation of the FEC-M, FEC-W
or A7C-FEC-M Alternatives, would have an effect on the ecology and sustainability of wildlife
populations. Although most of the wildlife affected would be non-sensitive members of the
overall wildlife population, the long term effects of fragmentation and habitat displacement may
alter predatory-prey interactions and the food base for wildlife in the vicinity. The effects of
general habitat loss, wildlife loss (including sensitive species) and habitat fragmentation are
anticipated to result in significant impacts even after mitigation under CEQA.

With implementation of the mitigation measures described above, impacts from the FEC-M,
FEC-W, A7C-FEC-M, CC, CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternatives would be mitigated to
below a level of significance under CEQA due to the relatively lower amount of fragmentation
that would occur, and the comparative lower quality of the habitats these Altematives would
traverse. The impacts of the AIO and I-5 Alternatives would not be significant after mitigation
under CEQA. '

With implementation of the mitigation measures described above, the potential and severity of
indirect impacts on sensitive plant communities and sensitive plant species during project
construction and operations would be mitigated. As a result, these indirect impacts of the
SOCTIIP build Alternatives are expected to be mitigated to below a level of significance under
CEQA.

Based on implementation of the mitigation measures described above and coordination with the
appropriate agencies during project design, construction and operation, indirect impacts to
wildlife communities and sensitive wildlife species under the build Altenatives would be
mitigated to below a level of significance under CEQA.

ES.6.4 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO THREATENED AND ENDANGERED
SPECIES

This Section summarizes the potential impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives related to
threatened and endangered (T&E) species. Section 4.12 (Existing Environment, Impacts and
Mitigation Related to Threatened and Endangered Species) in the EIS/SEIR describes the
existing conditions, study area and methodology, impacts analysis and mitigation measures
related to these resources in detail. These potential impacts are summarized in Tables ES.6-1
and ES.6-14.
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ES.6.4.1 Potential Adverse Impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives to Threatened and
Endangered Species

The affected environment related to threatened and endangered (T&E) species includes all
federally and state listed threatened and endangered species that were observed or have the
potential to occur in the SOCTIIP study area. The Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16
USC 1531 et seq.) regulates and protects federally endangered species. The California
Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code 2050 et seq.) regulates and protects state listed
species. A federally threatened species is defined as a species that is likely to become
endangered in the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant part of its range. A federally
endangered species is defined as a species that faces extinction throughout all or part of its
geographic range.

T&E species wildlife surveys were conducted in 2001 and 2003. The following sensitive species
were surveyed: thread-leaved brodiaea, fairy shrimp, arroyo toad, California red-legged frog,
southwestern willow flycatcher, coastal California gnatcatcher, least bell’s vireo, Pacific pocket
mouse and southern steelhead trout. Other potential threatened and endangered species in the
SOCTIIP study area include peregrine falcon and tidewater goby.

Potential direct long term adverse impacts from operation of SOCTIIP build Alternatives would
occur as a result of removal of individuals or populations of T&E species; the removal of plant
communities and habitat used by T&E species; and removal of individuals or populations of
T&E species. This includes both permanent and temporary impacts. Indirect impacts include
but are not limited to dust accumulation, increased mortality, physical and visual barriers to
suitable habitat or connected habitat from sound walls, noise, lighting, road mortality, habitat
fragmentation and invasive species.

The following nine T&E species are located in the SOCTIIP study area: thread-leaved brodiaea,
southern steelhead trout, tidewater goby, San Diego and Riverside fairy shrimp, arroyo toad,
peregrine falcon, California gnatcatcher, least Bell’s vireo and Pacific pocket mouse.
Table ES.6-14 identifies the T&E species that would be directly impacted due to the construction
and operation of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives.

The FEC-M, FEC-W and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives would result in adverse direct impacts to
thread-leaved brodiaea, arroyo toad and California gnatcatcher. There is also a potential (but
not quantified) impact to tidewater goby and the southern steelhead trout under these
Alternatives.

The CC and CC-ALPV Alternatives would result in direct adverse impacts to peregrine falcon,
California gnatcatcher and least Bell’s vireo.

The A7C-ALPV Alternative would result in direct adverse impacts to thread-leaved brodiaea,
California gnatcatcher and least Bell’s vireo.

The AIO Alternative would result in direct adverse impacts to California gnatcatcher and least
Bell’s vireo.
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The I-5 Alternative would result in direct adverse impacts to arroyo toad and California
gnatcatcher.

The Pacific pocket mouse and the San Diego and Riverside shrimps are not directly impacted by
any of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives.

In summary, long term adverse impacts as a result of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives could
occur to thread-leaved brodiaea, San Diego fairy shrimp, Riverside fairy shrimp, least Bell’s
vireo, California gnatcatcher, arroyo toad, southern steelhead trout, tidewater goby and/or Pacific
pocket mouse, depending on the individual Alternative. Potential indirect impacts may occur to
Riverside fairy shrimp populations and Pacific pocket mouse for the FEC-M, FEC-W and A7C-
FEC-M Alternatives.

Current and previously designated critical habitat for federally T&E species that would be
impacted by the SOCTIIP build Alternatives are San Diego fairy shrimp, Riverside fairy shrimp,
tidewater goby, arroyo toad and California gnatcatcher.

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives Related to Threatened and Endangered Species

The No Action Alternatives do not propose construction or implementation of any SOCTIIP
related transportation infrastructure improvements. Therefore, these Alternatives would not
result in any SOCTIIP related adverse impacts to T&E species.

Cumulative Impacts Related to Threatened and Endangered Species

Cumulatively substantial adverse impacts would occur to the sensitive plant communities,
sensitive plant and wildlife species, and wildlife corridors/fragmentation that support T&E
species as a result of past project approvals, planned and future land use changes, and
construction of any of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives.

ES.6.4.2 Mitigation Measures Related to Threatened and Endangered Species

Mitigation performance standards for biological resources include mitigating impacts by (1)
replacing, creating, restoring or preserving one acre of the identified resource for every acre of
the applicable resource impacted by the project or (2) such other mitigation requirement that is
necessary to meet the regulatory standards of an applicable state or federal regulatory program.

The SOCTIIP Collaborative and the TCA will continue to discuss and refine the biological
resources mitigation measures for the toll road alternatives, in the context of the project impacts
and other major governmental actions anticipated in the study area, 1.e., the SAMP, NCCP and
the proposed RMV development plan. An important consideration in the development,
implementation and long range success of mitigation is the timing of implementation, quality,
location and ultimate performance of a selected mitigation site. In coordination with the
SOCTIIP Collaborative, the TCA will agree on an appropriate mitigation site(s), if a toll road
alternative is selected as the preferred alternative, recognizing that the habitat values can be
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improved in a given area regardless of specific mitigation ratios if the potential site replaces or
improves on those biological values impacted. The merit of the mitigation is best addressed
within the regional context of the site and the total mitigation strategy as the conceptual action
plan is developed. It is, therefore, timely to commit to a basic ratio as a starting point, rather
than an arbitrary standard without knowing the full strategy. This approach provides flexibility,
knowing there will be the requisite performance standards that commit to a quality program.
There is a combination of strategies that would result in no net loss or even improvement in
value including but not limited to a mitigation site(s) that provides or enhances wildlife
connectivity and sustainability of the regional eco-system, potentially incorporating areas not
contiguous to the SOCTIIP study area.

The avoidance, protective and compensatory mitigation measures to offset potential adverse
impacts on T&E species by SOCTIIP build Alternatives require:

TE-1 Prior to construction, acquire the services of a Project Biologist responsible for
overseeing biological monitoring, regulatory compliance and restoration activities.

TE-2 During final design, the Project Biologist shall review the design plans and make
recommendations for avoidance and minimization of sensitive biological resources.

TE-3 Prepare a BRMP prior to construction which provides specific design and
implementation features of the biological resources mitigation measures outlined in the
resource agency approval documents. The BRMP shall contain construction
monitoring programs for thread-leaved brodiaea, arroyo toad, coastal California
gnatcatcher, least Bell’s vireo and Pacific pocket mouse.

TE-4 Duning grading and construction, the Project Biologist shall prepare a monthly
biological monitoring letter report summarizing site visits, documenting adherence or
violations of required habitat avoidance measures and listing any necessary remedial
measures.

TE-5 Fencing at least 2.1 m (seven ft) high will be erected on both sides of the selected
Alternative from the underpass entrance to a distance of at least 1.0 km (0.62 mi) along
the cormnidor to "funnel" wildlife to the underpass area and to minimize wildlife
attempts to cross the roadway surface.

TE-6 Prior to construction, conduct focused sensitive plant species surveys to determine the
distribution of sensitive plants in the impact area so appropriate avoidance, and seed
collection and salvage measures for thread-leaved brodiaea can be implemented.

TE-7 Prior to construction, conduct focused surveys for thread-leaved brodiaea during the
flowering period for this species.

TE-8 Flag and map vernal marsh FEVM-16 to avoid impacts to Riverside fairy shrimp. Flag
the watershed which supplies this marsh for avoidance and enclose with silt fencing
per the direction of the Project Biologist.
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TE-9

TE-10

TE-11

TE-12

TE-13

TE-14

TE-15

TE-16

TE-17

TE-18

TE-19

TE-20

During final design and in coordination with the RMP, design, construct and/or
maintain any structure/culvert placed in a stream where endangered or threatened fish
do/may occur such that it does not constitute a barrier to upstream or downstream
movement of aquatic life, or cause an avoidance reaction by fish that impedes their
upstream or downstream movement.

An Arroyo Toad Resource Management Plan (ATRMP) will be prepared, incorporated
into the BRMP and monitored by the Project Biologist.

Prior to any ground-disturbance in occupied/suitable habitats or habitats proximal to
suitable or occupied arroyo toad habitat, install exclusionary fencing around the
perimeter of the construction area.

Conduct three focused arroyo toad surveys in the fenced construction site for arroyo
toads prior to initiating construction; remove any arroyo toads and relocate outside the

construction impact area per the ATRMP.

Locate staging areas for construction equipment outside areas within the jurisdiction of

. the ACOE or CDFG known to support the arroyo toad.

When conducting construction and/or other ground-disturbing activities in arroyo toad-
occupied habitats or in adjacent upland areas proximal to known arroyo toad habitats,
cover all grubbing spoils or other grading debris with plastic sheeting to prevent arroyo
toads from opportunistically burrowing in these exposed and friable soil piles.

No driving on construction roads or other roads/surfaces adjacent to arroyo toad
occupied habitat after sunset. If the site must be accessed, a biologist permitted to
handle the arroyo toad must be present in the vehicle and the vehicle shall not exceed a
speed of 16 km per hour (10 mi per hour) in these areas.

At the conclusion of construction, construct artificial pools and gravel bars in the
temporary disturbance areas of creeks known to be occupied by the arroyo toad.

Prior to the arroyo toads’ re-establishment to their original locations, implement
specific activities to enhance their habitat and improve their potential for re-occupation
including the removal, to the extent practicable, of predatory species.

Grub suitable habitat for the coastal California gnatcatcher suitable habitat in the
disturbance limits from September to February if feasible.

If grubbing is unavoidable during the coastal California gnatcatcher breeding season,
implement contingency measures.

Grub suitable habitat for least Bell's vireo in the disturbance limits September 16 to
March 14 (generally outside the breeding season for this species).
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TE-21

TE-22

TE-23

TE-24

TE-25

TE-26

TE-27

TE-28

TE-29

ES.6.4.3

If grubbing activities between March 15 and September 15 (generally within the
breeding season for the least Bell’s vireo) are unavoidable, contingency measures will
be implemented.

To minimize indirect disturbance of nesting least Bell's vireos, the Contractor will not
engage in any construction activities within 61 m (200 ft) of and adjacent to occupied
least Bell's vireo habitat during the peak nesting period of 1 April to 15 July if said
construction activities result in noise readings greater than 60 dBA measured at the
edge of the territory of the vireo in the area.

During final design, provide an undercrossing in the vicinity of the San Mateo North
population of the Pacific pocket mouse if the Alternative occurs in this area.

Prior to construction in areas in or proximal to known sites occupied by the Pacific
pocket mouse, prepare a Pacific Pocket Mouse Resource Management Plan, submit to
the USFWS for review and approval, and incorporate into the BRMP.

Mitigate impacts to scrub communities (and all sub-types except floodplain sage scrub)
through the use of scrub mitigation credits in the Upper Chiquita Canyon Conservation
Easement Area and additional preservation (if necessary). Mitigate impacted scrub
areas at a credit to hectare ratio of 1:0.40 (one Upper Chiquita Canyon Conservation
Easement mitigation credit for every 0.40 ha impact or one Upper Chiquita Canyon
Conservation Easement mitigation credit for every 1.0 ac lost).

Mitigate impacts to native grasslands at a 1:1 ratio through either preservation or
restoration in designated open space (e.g., Upper Chiquita Canyon Conservation
Easement).

Mitigate impacts to floodplain sage scrub at a 1:1 ratio.

Mitigate impacts to riparian scrub, woodland and forest communities at a 1:1 ratio or
other ratio that compensates for functions and values.

Mitigate impacts to open water by the creation of wetlands and/or impounded feature
to be incorporated into the herbaceous riparian habitat restoration to compensate for
functions and values.

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance Related to Threatened
and Endangered Species

Under NEPA, the FEC-M, FEC-W, A7C-ALPV, A7C-FEC-M, CC and CC-ALPV Alternatives
would result in substantial unavoidable adverse impacts on thread-leaved brodiaea, arroyo toad,
California gnatcatcher and least Bell's vireo. These impacts cannot be mitigated to below a level
of significance under CEQA.
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The AIO Alternative would not result in substantial unavoidable adverse impacts on T&E
species. No significant, unmitigable adverse impacts under CEQA to T&E species occur under
the AIO Alternative.

The I-5 Alternative would adversely affect the coastal California gnatcatcher. This would be a
significant unmitigable impact of the I-5 Alternative to the coastal California gnatcatcher under
CEQA.

ES.6.5 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO WATER QUALITY

This Section summarizes the potential impacts of the SOCTIIP alternatives related to water
quality. Section 4.9 (Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Water
Quality) in the EIS/SEIR describes the existing conditions, study area and methodology, impacts
analysis and mitigation measures related to water quality in detail. These potential impacts are
summarized in Table ES.6-1.

PDFs incorporate a runoff management strategy primarily for runoff that originates on the
project site. These PDFs address the potential for indirect impacts from project runoff. PDFs
include EDBs and supplemental energy dissipating strategies for hydrology and erosion and
sedimentation and pollutant treatment. PDFs were developed to provide multiple benefits;
primarily increasing storage and reducing project discharges to pre-project levels to the
maximum extent practicable (MEP) and compliance with Caltrans standards. The SOCTIIP
build Alternatives incorporate PDFs with respect to stormwater and water quality management to
MEDP standards, as required by the Caltrans NPDES Statewide Stormwater Permit. Providing
these PDFs reduces potential adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives to water
quality, habitat and hydrologic integrity per the SAMP and NPDES criteria.

ES.6.5.1 Adverse Impacts Related to Water Quality

All the SOCTIIP build Alternatives incorporate best management practices (BMPs), as
appropriate, during construction to conform with requirements set forth under the California
State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) NPDES, which governs storm water and non-
storm water discharges during construction activities, as well as with those requirements set forth
in the Caltrans NPDES Statewide Storm Water Permit. These BMPs include, but are not limited
to measures such as temporary sediment control, temporary soil stabilization, scheduling,
preservation of existing vegetation, conveyance controls, wind control, temporary stream
crossings and waste management.

To address potential construction impacts, prior to start of construction of any SOCTIIP build
Alternative, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be required. The SWPPP
would meet the applicable requirements by applying controls of pollutant discharges that use
best available technology economically achievable (BAT) and best conventional pollutant
control technology (BCT) to reduce pollutants. The SWPPP would be prepared and
implemented to address storm water management, spill prevention and response, and non-storm
water discharges. All of the construction related BMPs would be deployed to the MEP. Use of
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the described BMPs during construction is expected to minimize any construction impacts to
water quality.

Operational impacts related to water quality are addressed through PDFs incorporated into the
build Alternatives. EDBs incorporated as PDFs contain and settle out contaminants so that
quantities of potential contaminants in runoff are less than or the same as pre-project conditions.

For the FEC-W, FEC-M, A7C-FEC-M, AIO and I-5 Alternatives, there are no adverse impacts
for erosion and sedimentation or surface water quality projected with the incorporation of the
PDFs. No adverse groundwater impacts are identified.

For the CC and CC-ALPV Altematives, there is an adverse impact for erosion and sedimentation
at the Cafnada Chiquita and Segunda Deshecha Cafiada crossings. PDFs address water quality
impacts and no substantial groundwater impacts are forecast.

For the A7C-ALPV Altemnative, there is an adverse impact for erosion and sedimentation at
Cafiada Chiquita, as a result of the east-west connector. However, PDFs have been incorporated
in this Alternative to minimize this adverse impact. There are no adverse impacts for surface
water quality projected for this Alternative with the incorporation of the PDFs. No adverse
groundwater impacts are identified for this Altemnative.

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives

No substantial short term changes in drainage patterns, water quality, erosion, sedimentation or
groundwater are expected under the No Action Alternatives because these Alternatives do not
proposed the construction or implementation of any SOCTIIP transportation facilities. However,
as traffic volumes increase on existing roads in the study area, pollutant loads to storm water
would increase without mitigation (unless equivalent mitigation is provided by the MPAH
improvements assumed in the No Action Alternatives), causing a gradual degradation of surface
water quality due to non-point pollutant sources. In addition, given the likelihood of
development on RMV and 1n the six watersheds, the potential for water quality impacts in these
watersheds could be substantial. With the implementation of federal, state and local regulations,
it is anticipated that impacts to these watersheds would be mitigated on a project by project basis
as development is implemented. Therefore, under the No Action Alternatives, no adverse
impacts to water quality are antictpated.

Cumulative Impacts Related to Water Quality

If unmitigated, cumulative projects may have a substantial adverse impact on the hydrologic,
water quality, erosion/sedimentation potential and groundwater resources of the watersheds in
the SOCTIIP study area. At the regional and local levels, these impacts may include increases in
discharges, runoff volumes, runoff velocities; erosion and sedimentation increases; water quality
degradation; and 1mpacts on groundwater levels and quality. However, it is anticipated that all
future projects in these watersheds will need to comply with a similar (or in some instances more
stringent) set of guidelines and regulations as the SOCTIIP build Alternatives and, therefore,
would need to provide adequate mitigation measures to mitigate these impacts.
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Cumulative impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives were determined by analyzing the hydrologic
impacts under future land use conditions corresponding to the 14,000 dus RMV scenario for both
“with project” and “without project” and for the future land use conditions corresponding to the
21,000 dus on RMV scenario for both “with project” and “without project” in terms of percent
changes in peak flow rate and runoff volume. Results from the water quality analysis indicate
that the increase in percent imperviousness in the regional watersheds associated with the
ultimate SOCTIIP alternatives, given both existing and future watershed conditions, is
essentially negligible. The addition of impervious surfaces, due to the SOCTIIP Alternatives,
increases both peak runoff rates and flow volumes for the range of design storms examined (2- to
100-year events). However, the percent changes were determined to be generally less than 2 to 3
percent. This additional impervious surface represents an incremental increase and cumulative
impact to the watershed. Also, the impact differences between the two RMV scenarios were
generally found to be very small. Therefore, the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would not
contribute to cumulative adverse impacts related to water resources.

Groundwater recharge would not be substantially impacted by the SOCTIIP build Alternatives
due to the very small percentage of impervious surface in a given watershed as well as the way
runoff is treated. All off site runoff is returned to the environment and all on site runoff after
being detained in an EDB is returned to the environment, generally within the same location.

ES.6.5.2 Mitigation Measures Related to Water Quality

The PDFs incorporated in the SOCTIIP build Alternatives are summarized later in Section
ES.6.13.2. In addition to the PDFs, mitigation measures provided to minimize impacts to water
quality require:

WQ-1 Preserve vegetation on site as feasible.

WQ-2 Implement construction BMPs as appropriate for temporary sediment control, temporary
soil stabilization, preservation of existing vegetation, conveyance controls, wind control,
temporary stream crossings and waste management.

WQ-3 Prepare and implement the SWPPP.

WQ-4 Conduct emergency planning for highway spills.

WQ-5 Develop and implement an Operations, Maintenance and Monitoring Plan for BMPs.

WQ-6 Monitoring of Operations, Maintenance and Monitoring Plan for BMPs
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ES.6.5.3 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation
Related to Water Quality

With incorporation of the SWMP, SWPPP and BMPs associated with the PDFs, including the
EDBs, and the water quality mitigation measures, the adverse water quality impacts are

mitigated.

Under CEQA, there would be no unavoidable significant adverse impacts to water quality after
implementation of the PDFs.

ES.6.6 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO  SOCIOECONOMICS,
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND GROWTH INDUCEMENT

This Section summarizes the potential impacts of the SOCTIIP alternatives related to
socioeconomics and environmental justice. Sections 4.4 (Affected Environment, Impacts and
Mitigation Measures Related to Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice) and 6.0 (Growth
Inducing Impacts) in the EIS/SEIR describe the existing conditions, study area and methodology,
impacts analysis and mitigation measures related to these parameters in detail. These potential
impacts are summarized in Table ES.6-1.

ES.6.6.1 Potential Beneficial Socioeconomic Effects of the SOCTIIP Alternatives

Jobs Creation

Construction of the SOCTIIP build alternatives would have a short term effect on employment
and business in the area. Total construction related jobs generated range from 11,000 for the AIO
Alternative to 43,000 for the I-5 Alternative. The timing and geographic distribution of these
jobs would depend on the construction phasing of the Alternative, as well as the location of the
individual firms retained to complete the work. However, it is expected that the local economy
would capture a substantial share of this employment. In addition to these construction jobs,
construction workers would likely patronize local businesses, thereby generating short term
revenue increases in the local area. The short term revenue increases would, in turn, result in a
short term increases in sales tax revenues to the local jurisdictions. This would be a beneficial
effect of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives. Because no SOCTIIP related transportation
improvements would be constructed under the No Action Alternatives, they would not accrue
these benefits.

Economic Benefits Associated with Travel Time Savings

Travel time savings translate into economic benefits in terms of the value of time saved and
increased economic activity from improved mobility for people, goods and services. The
valuation of time savings and level of economic benefits from improved mobility depend on a
number of assumptions that are beyond the scope of the EIS/SEIR. However, based on United
States Department of Transportation data, the value of time savings could range between $20 and
$30 per vehicle hour (USDOT, Departmental Guidance for the Valuation of Travel Time in
Economic Analysis, April 9, 1997, revised February 11, 2003). The type and level of economic
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benefits from improved mobility would also be influenced by other factors, such as local,
regional and national market and economic conditions, local land use policies and regulations,
availability of necessary infrastructure and services, community amenities and quality of life, and
decisions by local developers and landowners. Therefore, while there is support for concluding
there are positive economic impacts from time savings, the value of these benefits has not been
quantified for the SOCTIIP build Alternatives because of the variety of factors and the
assumptions required for such quantification. The travel time savings and associated economic
benefits cited above are in comparison to the No Action Alternatives. The No Action
Alternatives would not accrue these benefits.

The following lists the SOCTIIP build Alternatives in general order from those Alternatives with
the highest amount of systemwide travel time savings to those Alternatives with the lowest based
on 2025 traffic conditions that assume the build out circulation system and the proposed RMV
development plan. The amount of systemwide travel time savings is relatively the same for
Alternatives that are listed together and that amount is substantially different from other higher
or lower ranking Alternatives.

e The FEC-M, FEC-W, CC, A7C-FEC-M and I-5 Alternatives, with 18,000 to 21,000 hours of
travel time savings per day.

e The CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternatives, with 8,000 hours of travel time savings per
day.

¢ The AIO Alternative, with 5,000 hours of travel time savings per day.

ES.6.6.2 Adverse Impacts Related to Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice and Growth
Inducement

As described in Table ES.6-1, the CC Alternative results in adverse impacts related to
community cohesion as a result of the division of existing neighborhoods in the Talega Planned
Commumty (PC) and displacement of community facilities in the City of San Clemente; and
economic mpacts to the City of San Clemente due to reductions in property, sales and transit
occupancy tax revenues due to property acquisition and displacement of commercial uses. The
A7C-ALPV Alternative results in adverse impacts after mitigation related to community
cohesion due to division of an existing neighborhood in the Talega PC. The I-5 Alternative also
results in adverse impacts related to community cohesion due to the displacement of community
facilities and economic impacts to the Cities of Laguna Hills, Laguna Niguel, Mission Viejo, San
Juan Capistrano, and San Clemente due to reductions in property, sales and transit occupancy tax
revenues as a result of property acquisition and displacement of commercial uses.

The potential residential displacements, in numbers of existing residential units displaced, as a
result of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives are:

e FEC-M Altemnative: Initial 0; Ultimate 0
e FEC-W Altemmative: Initial 0; Ultimate 0
e A7C-FEC-M Alternative: Initial O; Ultimate 0
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ATC-ALPV Alternative: Initial 83; Ultimate 92
CC Alternative: Initial 593; Ultimate 602
CC-ALPV Altemative: Initial 2; Ultimate 14
AlO Alternative: 263

I-5 Alternative: 838

The potential displacements of existing non-residential and/or agricultural uses, as a result of the
SOCTIIP build Alternatives are:

FEC-M Alternative: Two agricultural operations and no businesses.
FEC-W Alternative: One agricultural operations and no businesses.

CC Alternative: Three agricultural operations and 106 businesses.
CC-ALPV Alternative: Three agricultural operations and no businesses.
ATC-FEC-M Alternative: No agricultural operations and no businesses.
A7C-ALPV Alternative: No agricultural operations and no businesses.
AlO Alternative: Two agricultural operations and 17 businesses.

I-5 Alternative: No agricultural operations and 382 businesses.

As shown, the I-5 and CC Alternatives result in the greatest amount of displacement, followed
by the AIO, A7C-ALPV and CC-ALPV Alternatives. The FEC-M and FEC-W Alternatives
result in minor levels of agricultural displacement only.

No SOCTIIP build Alternative would generate “...disproportionately high and adverse
effects...” on environmental justice populations (defined as low-income or minority
populations).

The CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-ALPV and AIO Alternatives would result in refuse disposal capacity
reductions at Prima Deshecha Landfill as a result of the construction of these Alternatives. This
capacity reduction would result in additional costs to ratepayers for alternative means of refuse
disposal. There would be an additional economic impact to the County as a result of construction
of these Alternatives due to the loss of tipping fee revenues, which are used for environmental
monitoring, operations and maintenance of the landfill system.

As shown in Table ES.6-1, potential growth facilitating effects would be relatively greater for the
build Alternatives that pass through primarily developing and currently undeveloped areas than
for Alternatives that pass through existing developed areas and areas that are planned and
currently under development. Because this is the case for the corridor and AIO Alternatives,
there is potential for growth facilitating impacts under all the corridor Alternatives and the AIO
Alternative. In addition, the potential growth facilitating effects of the I-5 and No Action
Alternatives were still considered substantial due to the fact that programmed and planned
facilities would still be implemented and would facilitate growth in the study area under these
Alternatives.

FAPROJ-ENWSOCTIIP Screencheck I SSA\Executive Summary.doc ES-66
April 26, 2004



SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR Executive Summary

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives Related to Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice and
Growth Inducement

The No Action Alternatives would not result in the construction of any SOCTIIP related
transportation improvements. Therefore, the No Action Alternatives would not result in any
impacts related to community cohesion, loss of employment, displacement, tax revenues, Prima
Deshecha Landfill capacity or environmental justice.

The No Action Alternatives would result in potential growth facilitating effects. This potential
impact would be relatively lower than for all the corridor Alternatives and the AIO Alternative

all of which pass primarily through developing and undeveloped areas.

Cumulative Impacts Related to Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice and Growth Inducement

None of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives, when considered with other cumulative projects, would
contribute to substantial cumulative adverse impacts related to residential and non-residential
displacement, community cohesion, economic impacts and environmental justice in the study
areca. There are no cumulative impacts because other projects in the study area do not have
impacts in these areas. Therefore, even in combination with the other projects in the area, the
impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives are the only impacts in the cumulative study area for
socioeconomics and environmental justice, and, therefore, the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would
not contribute to cumulative adverse impacts related to socioeconomics and environmental

Jjustice.

The SOCTIIP build and No Action Alternatives potentially could contribute to cumulative
impacts relating to facilitating or supporting growth in the study area. The cumulative effects of
this growth could result in other environmental impacts which, with the impacts of the SOCTIIP
Alternatives, could result in cumulative adverse impacts. Potential cumulative impacts in these
areas, as well as related mitigation measures, if appropriate, are discussed in the respective
sections addressing these issues in this Executive Summary.

ES.6.6.3 Mitigation Measures Related to Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice and Growth
Inducement

Mitigation measures to avoid or substantially reduce adverse impacts of the build Alternatives
related to socioeconomics and environmental justice require:

SE-1 Avoidance or minimization of the temporary occupancy or permanent acquisition of
property through refinement of the design of the selected alternative in final design.

SE-2 Compensation for all temporary occupancy and permanent acquisition of property
through compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970.

SE-3 Provision of replacement affordable housing units in compliance with the City of San
Clemente Housing Element.
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ES.6.6.4 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation
Related to Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice and Growth Inducement

The following SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in adverse impacts related to
socioeconomics and environmental justice which cannot be fully mitigated:

e CC Alternative: Divides neighborhoods, displaces community facilities, results in greater
than 1% reduction in property tax and displace commercial uses and lodging rooms
impacting sales tax and transit occupancy tax revenues.

e [-5 Alternative: Displaces community facilities, results in greater than 1% reduction in
property tax and displaces commercial uses and lodging rooms impacting sales tax and
transit occupancy tax revenues.

These impacts would be significant adverse impacts of these Alternatives which cannot be
mitigated to below a level of significance under CEQA. The adverse impacts of the remaining
build Alternatives related to socioeconomics can be mitigated to below a level of significance
under CEQA based on implementation of mitigation measures SE-1 to SE-3.

The SOCTIIP build and No Action Alternatives could potentially contribute to impacts relating
to facilitating or supporting growth in the study area. The facilitated growth, in and of itself, is
not an adverse impact. However, the effects of this facilitated growth could result in impacts on
a variety of areas, including agricultural resources, hydrology/drainage, water quality, air quality,
noise, biological resources, aesthetics, cultural resources, recreation, mineral resources, public
services, and utilities and services. Potential impacts in these areas, as well as related mitigation
measures, i1f appropriate, are discussed in the respective cumulative impacts sections of this
Executive Summary and the EIS/SEIR which address these 1ssues.

ES.6.7 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO AIR QUALITY

This Section summarizes the potential impacts of the SOCTIIP alternatives related to air quality.
The air quality analysis considered the following key pollutants of greatest concern in the South
Coast Air Basin (SCAB) and the San Diego Air Basin (SCAB): ozone (Os;), nitrogen oxides
(NOy), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM);), reactive organic gases (ROG) and
hydrocarbons (HC). The Federal and California governments have set specific ambient air
quality standards (AAQSs) for the pollutants. The South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) has set specific thresholds for construction related air emissions.

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended, specifies procedures and timetables for attaining
national AAQS for six criteria pollutants: O3, CO, PM,j, nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur dioxide
(SO;) and lead (Pb). California has also established regional and subregional analyses to focus
on the primary pollutants of HC, NOy and sulfur oxides (SO,). Theses are known chemicals that
affect public health directly or in combination with other chemicals released into the atmosphere.
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Air quality is evaluated at three levels: regional, subregional and local. The air quality analysis
for the SOCTIIP Alternatives identified the pollutant emissions levels under the with and without
project conditions and compared the with project conditions to the without project conditions, to
assess whether the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in improvement or degradation of
air quality compared to the No Action Alternatives.

The potential beneficial effects and adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives related to air
quality are summarized below. Section 4.7 (Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation
Measures Related to Air Quality) in the EIS/SEIR describes the existing conditions, study area
and methodology, impacts analysis and mitigation measures related to air quality in detail.
These potential impacts are summarized in Table ES.6-1.

ES.6.7.1 Beneficial Air Quality Impacts of the SOCTIIP Build Alternatives

The SOCTIIP corridor Alternatives result in a decrease of regional emissions for HC and CO.
The primary reason for the reduction in HC and CO emissions is that, with the SOCTIIP corridor
Alternatives, a large number of vehicles would be attracted from arterial roads where the travel
speeds are in the low 33 kilometers per hour (kph, 20 miles per hour (mph) range, and instead
would dnive on a corridor where the travel speed would be substantially higher. Emission rates
for HC and CO are near their lowest at around 60 mph (100 kph). Therefore, redistributing
vehicles from arterial roads to the corridor results in reductions in HC and CO emissions.

The AIO Alternative would also result in some reductions in HC and CO. The I-5 Alternative
would produce less CO and similar HC emissions.

ES.6.7.2 Adverse Air Quality Impacts

Short Term Adverse Air Quality Impacts During Construction

The SOCTIIP build Alternatives will result in short term emissions during construction. Air
pollutants will be emitted by construction equipment and fugitive dust will be generated from
grading activities. Typically, the pollutant emissions due to grading activities would be
pnimarily PM,o while emissions from construction equipment would be CO and No,. The peak
periods of construction will result in the greatest levels of short term air pollution emissions.
The construction information for the SOCTIIP was based on the worst case peak construction
day during which a maximum number of pieces of equipment and area (ha/ac) disturbed per day
were assumed. Construction equipment would consist of haul trucks, graders, dozers, loaders
and other heavy construction equipment, crew size and commuting trips, ancillary equipment,
miscellaneous vehicles and equipment associated with demolition.

For all the SOCTIIP build Alternatives, construction equipment would produce the greatest
amount of emissions for all the key pollutants. Grading would also generate a substantial
amount of PMo while emissions from employee travel, import/export activities and demolition
would be secondary.
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In general, the I-5 Alternative would generate the greatest amount of construction related
emissions while the AIO Alternative would generate the least amount of these emissions. These
emissions would mostly generated by the large number of pieces of construction equipment
operating on a worst case peak day. For all the SOCTIIP build Alternatives, the construction
related CO, ROG, NOy and PM;, emissions would exceed the SCAQMD criteria thresholds
which would be an adverse impact. The greatest levels of air pollution emissions would occur
during peak periods of construction which is most likely when demolition, grading and site
preparation would be occurring simultaneously. Specifically, construction equipment produces
most of the CO, ROG, NO,, SOx and PM,, emissions. Grading also generates a substantial
amount of PM;o. For the SOCTIIP build Alternatives, the peak PM, emissions (estimated at
727 to 2,615 pounds per day depending on the Alternative) are minor compared to the total
average annual of 416 tons per day (832,000 pounds per day) of particulate matter currently
released in the whole SCAB.

The construction related emissions generated by the SOCTIIP build Alternatives are projected to
exceed the SCAQMD criteria for all pollutants. These temporary increases would be local to the
construction activities and would be considered an adverse short term impact of the SOCTIIP
build Alternatives.

Long Term Operations Air Quality Impacts

Regional traffic air quality emissions will decrease substantially in future years, due to the use of
cleaner vehicles in future years which is mandated by state and federal laws. The reduction in
emissions will occur with or without the SOCTIIP build Alternatives. In comparison to the No
Action Altemnatives, the FEC-W, FEC-M, CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-FEC-M, A7C-ALPV, AIO and
I-5 Alternatives will result in substantial increases in NO, emissions and will result in a long
term regional adverse air quality impact related to NO, emissions. These SOCTIIP build
Alternatives result in higher regional emissions of NO, because many vehicles which would
otherwise travel on arterial roads at slower speeds and lower emission rates will be attracted to
the corridor under thee Alternatives. As a result, these vehicles will be traveling faster and will
be emitting pollutants at a higher rate. The I-5 Alternative would also result in adverse impacts
related to ROG emissions compared to the No Action Alternative.

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives Related to Air Quality

The No Project Alternatives would result in adverse long term air quality impacts due to
increased emissions of HC and CO in comparison to most of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives.
The No Action Alternatives retain a large number of vehicles on the arterial roads and on
congested [-5 where the travel speeds would be much lower than on the corridors. Emission
rates for HC and CO are higher at these travel speeds of 33 kph (20 mph) compared to the 100
kph (60 mph) range and result in an increase in emissions compared to the SOCTIIP build
alternatives. This impact occurs because traffic is not moved at higher speeds under the No
Action Alternatives. The No Action Alternative also produces the greatest PM,, compared to the
SOCTIIP build Alternatives.
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Cumulative Air Quality Impacts

Alir quality impacts, which are derived from the traffic impacts assessment, were evaluated under
a range of assumptions related to traffic and circulation. The study area included most of the
SCAB and small segments in the northern San Diego County which are in the extreme northern
reaches of the SDAB. Due to the duration of construction for the SOCTIIP build Alternatives
(multiple years), coupled with potential for development of other projects in the area, the
likelihood of a SOCTIIP build Alternative and at least some other projects being under
construction concurrently is high. The SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in an increase in
pollutant emissions during construction and would, therefore, contribute to cumulative short term
adverse air quality impacts.

All the SOCTIIP build alternatives would contribute to cumulative long term impacts for NO,.
ES.6.7.3 Conformity with Regional Plans

The SOCTIIP alternatives were evaluated to determine whether they would meet conformity
requirements in the State Implementation Plan. FHWA projects must be found to conform
before they are adopted, accepted, approved or funded. Transportation projects must conform to
the following critena established in the CAA Section 176(c)(2)(C):

e They must come from a conforming transportation plan and TIP.

e The design concept and scope of the project that was in place at the time of the conformity
finding must be maintained through implementation.

o The project design concept and scope must be sufficiently defined to determine emissions at
the time of the conformity determination.

The Far East Cornidor alternatives are consistent with the design concept and scope assumed in
the RTPs and TIPs. As a preferred alternative is identified, the TCA or other implementing
agency will work with the MPOs to update regional emissions analyses and RTP/TIP conformity
determinations as necessary. Design elements specific to each alternative such as the number
and location of interchanges and intersections, auxiliary and truck climbing lanes, and widening
of arterial facilities connecting to SR 241 could affect the regional emissions analysis and require
an updated conformity determination. The TCA and FHWA will assure that all conformity
requirements are met prior to FHWA issuing the ROD for the SOCTIIP.

ES.6.7.4 Mitigation Measures Related to Air Quality

Mitigation measures AQ-1 to AQ-5 to reduce the short term adverse construction related air
quality impacts of the SOCTIIP build Altematives require:

AQ-1 Particulate emission and dust control and preventive measures as defined in the
SCAQMD Rule 403.
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AQ-2 Control of particulate emissions and fugitive dust through specific requirements in
SCAQMD Rule 403.

AQ-3 Street sweeping adjacent to the construction areas.
AQ-4 Washing of vehicle wheels prior to exiting construction areas.
AQ-5 Control of construction equipment emissions.

Mitigation measures AQ-6 and AQ-7 to reduce the long term adverse operations related air
quality impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives require:

AQ-6 Stabilization of unpaved road connections and cleaning of the paved road when dirt
tracked onto the paved road from the unpaved road is visible.

AQ-7 Removal of material washed onto paved roads after storm events.

ES.6.7.5 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation for
Air Quality

All the SOCTIIP build Alternatives (FEC-M, FEC-W, CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-FEC-M, A7C-
ALPV, AIO and I-5 Alternatives) would result in short term adverse air quality impacts during
construction which cannot be fully mitigated. Even with the mitigation described above, these
short term adverse impacts of the FEC-M, FEC-W, CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-FEC-M, A7C-ALPV,
AIO and I-5 Alternatives cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance under CEQA.

The FEC-M, FEC-W, CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-ALPV, A7C-FEC-M, AIO and I-5 Alternatives
would result in long term unavoidable adverse operations impacts related to NOx which cannot
be fully mitigated. The I-5 Alternative would also result in long term adverse impacts due to
ROG emissions. Even with the mitigation described above, these long term tmpacts of the FEC-
M, FEC-W, CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-ALPV, A7C-FEC-M, AIO and I-5 Alternatives cannot be
mitigated to below a level of significance under CEQA. These would be unavoidable adverse air
quality impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives.

The No Action Alternatives would result in substantially higher emissions of ROG and CO than
the SOCTIIP build Alternatives. Because no mitigation is proposed under the No Action
Alternatives, those Alternatives would result in long term unavoidable adverse impacts due to
ROG and CO emissions that exceed the SCAQMD threshold and that are significant and adverse
under CEQA.
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ES.6.8  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO NOISE

This Section summarizes the potential impacts of the SOCTIIP alternatives related to noise.
Section 4.6 (Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Noise) in the
EIS/SEIR describe the existing conditions, study area and methodology, impacts analysis and
mitigation measures related to noise in detail. Table ES.6-1 summarizes these potential impacts.

ES.6.8.1 Adverse Impacts Related to Noise

Long Term Adverse Noise Impacts

For each SOCTIIP build Alternative, the number of residences, businesses, schools and parks
that would be immpacted by traffic noise due to the implementation of the alternative is shown in
Table ES.6-1. Impacted means that they would experience noise levels approaching (i.e. within
1 decibel (dB) of) or exceeding the FHWA Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) or they experience
a substantial increase as defined by Caltrans (12 dBA or greater). Table ES.6-1 also presents the
number of residences, businesses, schools and parks that still would be adversely impacted with
the implementation of the recommended mitigation.

Table ES.6-1 shows that one residence would be adversely impacted under the FEC-M, FEC-W
and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives with respect to the FHWA criteria, even with noise abatement.
This is a single residence (Receptor 021; at the end of Via Promontorio in the City of San
Clemente) that i1s projected to experience a substantial noise increase with these build
alternatives. The analysis shows that, per the FHWA NAC, it would not be reasonable to
provide a sound wall for this residence. There are several other receptors in the area of this
receptor that are not subject to a substantial noise increase. However, the existing noise level
measured at this receptor was much lower than the other receptors, resulting in a substantial
noise increase. Because this impact only occurs at one residence and the ultimate noise level is
still well below the NAC, these Alternatives would not result in an adverse noise impact at this
receptor.

Under the I-5 Alternative, several receptors would be impacted by traffic noise under the FHWA
NAC. Although there are existing sound walls at all these receptors, the existing walls do not
reduce noise levels to below the NAC. Higher walls were considered but could not provide at
least 5 dB of additional noise reduction and, therefore, are not considered feasible under the
Caltrans/FHWA cniteria. In all cases, the with-project noise levels are not projected to increase
by more than 3 dB over existing conditions. Increases less than 3 dB are imperceptible in
community noise situations and, therefore, the I-5 Alternative would not result in adverse noise

impacts.

The analysis shows that with the sound abatement specified in Section 4.6.4 (Mitigation
Measures Related to Noise) in the EIS/SEIR, none of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would
result in adverse noise impacts under the FHWA NAC assessed for compliance with NEPA.
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Construction Noise Impacts

Noise levels from construction activities are measured against the applicable local
municipalities’ Noise Ordinances to assess whether there are any short term noise impacts.
Construction activities complying with the applicable local Noise Ordinance are considered to
result in no adverse short term noise impacts. Construction activities which result in short term
noise levels which exceed the applicable local Noise Ordinance are considered to result in short
term adverse impacts.

Although construction noise represents a short term impact on ambient noise levels, construction
equipment and construction activities can generate high noise levels. Noise generated by
construction equipment such as trucks, graders, bulldozers, concrete mixers and portable
generators can reach high levels. Construction noise activities can be divided into five broad
categories based on their potential to generate noise: pile driving, heavy grading, general
construction activities, nighttime demolition and haul routes.

Generally, the majority of construction activity would occur only during daytime hours.
However, major bridge construction may occur on a 24 hour basis. In addition, because the I-5
Alternative is a major transportation facility in the study area and closure of lanes and/or the
freeway. segments during the day may result in an adverse traffic impact, much of the
construction on I-5 may occur during the nighttime hours including demolition of many of the
existing overpasses.

In summary, as shown in Table ES.6-1, construction noise impacts would be substantial and
adverse under all the SOCTIIP build Alternatives.

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives Related to Noise

The No Action Alternatives do not include the construction or implementation of any SOCTIIP
related transportation improvements in the study area. Therefore, these Alternatives would not
result in any SOCTIIP related adverse construction or operations noise impacts. However, not
constructing a facility may result in an increase of traffic and noise along certain arterial roads
and cause traffic related noise increases along I-5.

Cumulative Noise Impacts

Cumulative noise impacts under CEQA for the proposed SOCTIIP were analyzed for the traffic
scenarios that assume build out of the MPAH and other reasonably foreseeable projects. This
includes three traffic scenarios, with RMV developed with 14,000 dus, RMV developed with
21,000 dus and RMV developed with 21,000 dus and all of the toll roads 1n Orange County
operating toll-free (the first two scenarios assume the toll roads operating under existing with
tolls conditions). The cumulative impacts for noise parallels the methods and assumptions for
the traffic analysis and was based on full build out in accordance with adopted forecasts and
projections.  The traffic analysis already accommodates reasonable foreseeable projects
consistent with a cumulative traffic condition. The noise analysis incorporates those traffic
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numbers. Consequently, the cumulative analysis for the SOCTIIP Alternatives is already
accommodated in the long term impact analysis described above.

ES.6.8.2 Mitigation Measures and Commitments Related to Noise

Mitigation measures N-1 to N-6 to avoid or substantially reduce adverse noise impacts during
construction of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives require:

N-1  Compliance with local control of construction hours and days of construction activities.
N-2  Maintenance and muffling of construction equipment.

N-3  Coordination with affected schools and control of noise levels at schools.

N-4  Designation of approved haul routes.

N-5  Notification and, as requested, relocation of residents near areas of nighttime demolition.
N-6  Provision of a Noise Complaint Office.

Mitigation measures N-7 and N-8 to avoid or substantially reduce long term adverse noise
mmpacts during operation of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives require:

N-7  Final detailed noise analysis and sound barrier analysis during final design.
N-8  Implementation of recommended final sound barriers.

Commitments NC-1 and NC-2 are additional activities related to the provision of effective noise
attenuation for long term noise impacts:

NC-1 Assessment of the reasonableness of each final sound barrier.
NC-2 Proper design and evaluation of any sound barrier located in a floodplain.

ES.6.8.3 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation
Related to Noise

As shown in Table ES.6-1, the I-5 Alternative is the only SOCTIIP build Alternative that results
in unavoidable short term adverse noise impacts (nighttime demolition). During nighttime
demolition, even with the mitigation provided, residents may be exposed to adverse demolition
noise impacts. Implementation of the mitigation measures described above would substantially
reduce the construction related noise impacts for all the SOCTIIP build alternatives, except the I-
5 Alternative. Measure N-5 reduces the impact of this activity, but not to below a level of
significance under CEQA.
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Under the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) criteria, the analysis found that, with the
sound walls required under the FHWA NAC, all receptors subject to the CNEL criteria (i.e.
residences and parks) along the SOCTIIP build Alternatives are projected to experience a noise
level increase of less than 3 dB or experience CNEL noise levels lower than the 65 CNEL
criteria. The impacts of all the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would be mitigated to below a level
of significance under CEQA with the implementation of the sound walls required to meet the
FHWA NAC.

The effects of the SOCTIIP Alternatives on traffic noise, measured as CNEL levels along roads
away from the project sites, were also analyzed. That analysis examined the changes in traffic
noise CNEL levels along all roads analyzed in the project traffic study. Based on the findings of
that analysis, if a SOCTIIP Alternative resulted in a noise increase of three dB or more, analysis
of that noise impact on sensitive receptors was conducted. This analysis found that where a
SOCTIIP Alternative results in a substantial noise increase, the future noise level, with the
alternative, would not exceed 65 CNEL at any sensitive receptors. None of the SOCTIIP
Alternatives would result in any substantial off site traffic noise impacts under CEQA.

ES.6.9  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO MILITARY USES

This Section summarizes the potential impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives related to military
uses. Section 4.21 (Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Military
Uses) in the EIS/SEIR describe the existing conditions, study area and methodology, impacts
analysis and mitigation measures related to impacts on military uses on Camp Pendleton in
detail. These potential impacts are summarized in Table ES.6-1.

As discussed earlier, in 1988, the Manne Corps agreed, in consultation with the TCA, to the
evaluation of one potential alignment of the southern extension of the FTC on the Base, subject
to several conditions, including the stipulation that any toll road alignment on Camp Pendleton
must not impact or interfere with the operational flexibility of the Marine Corps Mission at that
Base. The alignment of the FEC-M, FEC-W and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives is consistent with the
alignment the TCA and Camp Pendleton mutually agreed on in 1992 as an alignment for the
FTC toll road on the Base (“Statement of Intent Regarding Foothill Transportation Corridor Oso
Parkway to I-5, Modified C Alignment,” 03/04/92). That alignment represents the one and only
alignment which meets the 1988 Commandant Letter stipulations for constructing a corridor
project on Camp Pendleton and the 1992 Statement of Intent.

ES.6.9.1 Adverse Impacts Related to Military Uses

The FEC-W, FEC-M, A7C-FEC-M, CC, I-5 and No Action Alternatives were analyzed for
potential adverse impacts on the Military Mission at Camp Pendleton. The CC-ALPV, A7C-
ALPV and AIO Alternatives were not analyzed for military impacts because they are not on or in
the immediate vicinity of Camp Pendleton and, therefore, would not impact Camp Pendleton.
As described in Section 4.21, the FEC-W, FEC-M and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives would result in
adverse 1mpacts related to ground and amphibious training because these Alternatives traverse
the northernmost area of the Base (near the Orange/San Diego County line) and result in the
permanent and temporary loss of land available for training.
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Impacts of the No Action Alternatives Related to Military Use

The No Action Alternatives would not result in adverse impacts to military uses at Camp
Pendleton because these Alternatives do not propose any construction or implementation of
SOCTIIP infrastructure improvements on or near the Base.

Cumulative Impacts Related to Military Uses

The FEC-W, FEC-M, A7C-FEC-M and I-5 Alternatives and other cumulative projects in the
immediate vicinity of the Base would contribute to cumulative adverse impacts related to the loss
of land from the Base and continued encroachment of other land uses along the Base boundary.
These encroachments and reductions in buffers are considered by the Department of Defense and
the Marine Corps to directly and adversely affect the ability of the Corps to most effectively
perform its Military Mission at Camp Pendleton. The other SOCTIIP build Alternatives would
not contribute to a cumulative adverse impact on the Base related to encroachments and
reductions in buffers because these Alternatives are not in the immediate vicinity of the Base.

ES.6.9.2 Mitigation Measures Related to Military Uses

Mitigation measures M-1 to M-6 to avoid or substantially reduce adverse impacts of the
SOCTIIP build Alternatives related to military uses require:

M-1 Construction lighting during evening and night activities will be adjusted with proper
shielding to focus illumination down in designated work areas and cranes use must
include Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) approved aircraft obstruction lights
mounted at the highest point of the equipment’s extension.

M-2 The TCA, the contractor and Camp Pendleton will coordinate to identify access routes
and staging areas during construction to ensure impacts on Base training are minimized.

M 3 Security measures shall be incorporated into the construction specifications to ensure that
construction workers and others cannot access the Base from the construction areas.

M-4  Permanent night lighting will be adjusted with proper shielding to focus illumination
down to avoid spillage of the light in an upward direction and on adjacent properties
including the Base.

M-5 Two underpasses, to provide clearance for military personnel and equipment movement,
will be sized and designed to accommodate the equipment and personnel needs as may be
defined by the Marine Corps and the DON.

M-6  Security measures shall be incorporated into the project design to ensure that users of the
corridor cannot access the Base.

FAPROJ-ENVSOCTIIP Screencheck 11 SSA\Executive Summary.doc ES-77
April 26, 2004



SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR Executive Summary

ES.6.9.3 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation
Related to Military Uses

The FEC-W, FEC-M and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives would result in adverse impacts related to
military uses and the Military Mission at Camp Pendleton which cannot be fully mitigated.
These impacts, related to the permanent loss of available land for ground and amphibious
training or other military uses, cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance under CEQA.

ES.6.10 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO VISUAL RESOURCES

This Section summarizes the beneficial effects and potential adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP
Alternatives related to visual resources. These potential impacts are summarized in Table ES.6-
1. The methodology for assessing visual impacts for the SOCTIIP Alternatives is based on
FHWA guidelines contained in the Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects (1981) and
FHWA Esthetics and Visual Quality Guidance Information (August 18, 1986). To determine
visual impacts, major viewer groups and sensitive viewers of the proposed SOCTIIP build
Alternatives were identified. The FHWA Esthetics and Visual Quality Guidance Information
acknowledges that certain areas are generally recognized as sensitive to visual changes related to
road projects. These sensitive areas are residential areas, areas of recognized scenic beauty
(local, state and national), and parks and recreation areas. These locations are deemed sensitive
in part because of the expectations of viewers from these locations.

Existing conditions photographs from selected viewpoints along each of the SOCTIIP build
Alternatives, including sensitive view points, were taken and computerized visual simulations or
wireframes (a simpler representation of changes in views) were developed to show views as they
would appear with the build Alternatives. The view simulations and wireframes were compared
to existing conditions photographs to determine the change in visual quality that would result
from implementation of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives.

Regionally outstanding views in the SOCTIIP study area were identified. These are views that
provide wide panoramic views of extensive areas of valleys and ridges that are largely
undeveloped and free from detracting visual elements. These views are considered to have an
especially high visual quality because of the contrasting landforms, landcover and view elements
within them which combine to form a vivid and harmonious view scene.

In addition to an evaluation of the changes in visual quality, including changes in regionally
outstanding views, the assessment of visual impacts included evaluation of conflicts with
established visual/aesthetic policies of affected jurisdictions. These policies include oak tree
preservation for visual values, protection of views from designated scenic roads, preservation of
scenic resources and blockage of ocean views. Community elements or landmarks which would
be affected or eliminated with implementation of the SOCTIIP build Altemmatives were also
identified.

Section 4.18 (Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Visual
Resources) in the EIS/SEIR describes the existing conditions, study area and methodology,
impacts analysis and mitigation measures related visual resources in detail.
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ES.6.10.1 Beneficial Effects Related to Visual Resources

The A7C-ALPV Alternative would have a positive visual effect because motorists on the toll
road would have access to a regionally outstanding view which is currently available only from
private property.

ES.6.10.2 Adverse Impacts Related to Visual Resources

Implementation of a SOCTIIP build Alternative would introduce urbanizing elements into rural
areas including the toll or arterial road surfaces, connector ramps and toll plazas. Construction
impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives are related to short term views of construction and
disturbed areas and can be substantially mitigated. Long term impacts, depending on the
alternative, can include changes in visual quality for viewers from sensitive land uses and
motorists; changes in regionally outstanding views and/or changes in community character.
Section 4.18 in the EIS/SEIR provides graphic representations of visual impacts from selected
locations in the study area. The SOCTIIP build Alternatives will result in substantial adverse
long term visual impacts before and after mitigation.

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives Related to Visual Resources

The No Action Alternatives would not result in adverse visual impacts because they do not
propose construction or implementation of any SOCTIIP infrastructure improvements in the

study area.

Cumulative Impacts Related to Visual Resources

The urbanizing elements of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives in rural areas include the toll or
arterial road surfaces, connector ramps and toll plazas. All the corridor and the AIO Alternatives
would, when considered with other cumulative projects in the area, contribute to changing the
existing visual character of the rural areas crossed by these alternatives to a more urban visual
character. Therefore, the SOCTIIP build Alternatives, with the exception of the I-5 Alternative,
when considered with other cumulative projects in the area, would contribute to a cumulative
long term adverse impact related to visual resources in the study area.

ES.6.10.3 Mitigation Measures Related to Visual Resources

Mitigation measures AS-1 to AS-4 to reduce adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives
related to visual resources require:

AS-1 Preparation of Aesthetic Design Guidelines and minimization of grading impacts in
hillside areas.

AS-2 Preparation of Landscape Design Guidelines.
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AS-3 Lighting will be per Caltrans, County of Orange or local jurisdiction policies, as
applicable.

AS-4 For the SOCTIIP corridor alternatives, illumination outside of the right-of-way will
not exceed 1/10 of the road’s average horizontal illuminance. For the AIO and I-5
Alternatives, the implementing agency will minimize spillover of light outside the
road right-of-way.

ES.6.10.4 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation
Related to Visual Resources

The following SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in unavoidable long term direct adverse
impacts related to visual resources which cannot be fully mitigated:

e FEC-M Alternative: Reduction in visual quality at three locations; and conflicts with the
visual/aesthetic policies of three jurisdictions.

e FEC-W Alternative: Reduction in visual quality at four locations; and conflicts with the
visual/aesthetic policies of four jurisdictions.

e CC Alternative: Reduction in visual quality at two locations; conflicts with the
visual/aesthetic policies of two jurisdictions; and division of two communities.

e CC-ALPV Alternative: Conflict with the visual/aesthetic policies of one jurisdiction; and
division of one community.

e A7C-FEC-M Altemative: Reduction in visual quality at six locations; reduction in quality of
one regionally outstanding view; and conflicts with the visual/aesthetic policies of four

jurisdictions.

e A7C-ALPV Altemative: Reduction in visual quality at five locations; reduction in quality of
one regionally outstanding view; conflicts with the visual/aesthetic policies of one
jurisdiction; partially eliminates one community element; and physically divides one
community.

e AIO Alternative: Reduction in visual quality at two locations; and conflicts with the
visual/aesthetic policies of one jurisdiction.

e [-5 Alternative: Blockage of some ocean views by soundwalls.

Even with mitigation, the FEC-M, FEC-W, CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-FEC-M, A7C-ALPV and AIO
Alternatives would result in significant unavoidable adverse long term impacts under CEQA to
visual quality and conflict with jurisdictional visual/aesthetic policies. The CC, CC-ALPV and
A7C-ALPV Alternatives would result in the physical division of communities and the A7C-
FEC-M and A7C-ALPV Alternatives would result in the reduction in visual quality of a
regionally outstanding view, which are significant adverse impacts under CEQA. The I-5
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Alternative would result in the blockage of some ocean views by soundwalls, which is a
significant adverse impact under CEQA.

ES.6.11 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO LAND USE

This Section summarizes the potential adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives related to
land use. Section 4.2 (Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Land
Use) in the EIS/SEIR describes the existing conditions, study area and methodology, impacts
analysis and mitigation measures related land use in detail. These potential impacts are
summarized in Table ES.6-1.

ES.6.11.1 Potential Adverse Land Use Impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives

Potential Long Term Adverse Land Use Impacts

Each SOCTIIP Alternative was evaluated for consistency with adopted land use plans. General
Plans of the cities and the unincorporated Orange County areas in which the alternatives are
located were reviewed to determine whether or not a given SOCTIIP Alternative was
accommodated in the General Plan Land Use Elements (LUEs) of the affected jurisdictions.
LUEs are required to be consistent with the Circulation Element of General Plans which identify
all facilities shown on the MPAH including the conceptual alignment of the FTC-S. In Orange
County, the FEC-M Alternative is consistent with the General Plans because they include an
alignment in Orange County similar to the alignments shown on the MPAH for the FTC-S. To a
lesser degree, the FEC-W and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives are consistent with the LUEs, but they
would each have some minor previously unplanned land use impacts. The inconsistency of an
Alternative with the adopted land use plans is defined in terms of area of impact of each
Alternative by jurisdiction and general plan land use category.

No cities in San Diego County have land uses affected by the SOCTIIP Alternatives. The
County of San Diego defers to MCB Camp Pendleton related to land uses and planning on the
Base. Therefore, no General Plans for San Diego County or any city in that County were used
for the consistency evaluation in San Diego County. The Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan (INRMP) for MCB Camp Pendleton and the San Onofre State Beach (SOSB)
General Plan acknowledge the FTC-S planning efforts. However, the Marine Corps has the
following stipulations regarding alignments over the Base: (1) that other off-Base alignment
alternatives must also be considered and evaluated in an equal manner; (2) that any planned
Camp Pendleton alignment must closely adhere to the Base's northern boundary; (3) that any
adverse environmental impacts created as a result of siting this route on the Base must be fully
and properly mitigated; and (4) that any on-Base alignment must not impact the Marine Corps'
mission or interfere with the Base's operational flexibility. Although the FEC-W, FEC-M and
the A7C-FEC-M Alternatives would impact the Military Mission at Camp Pendleton, they are
consistent with the previous adopted alignment (CP) on the Base. The other build Alternatives
that are either within the I-5 right-of-way or not in the vicinity of the Base are also consistent.
These are the CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-ALPV, AIQ, I-5 and No Action Alternatives.
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Because SOSB is an outlease area of MCB Camp Pendleton and the DON is the owner/lessor,
land use control lies with the DON. Notwithstanding its lessee status, the California Department
of Parks and Recreation adopted a General Plan for SOSB in 1984. The General Plan
acknowledges the FTC-S alignment through SOSB and east of San Mateo Creek, which had
already been on the County of Orange’s General Plan for several years. Because the SOSB
General Plan anticipated plans for the FTC through the Cristianitos Subunit (Subunit 1) there is
no inconsistency with the SOSB General Plan for the FEC-W, FEC-M and the A7C-FEC-M
Alternatives. The other SOCTIIP build Alternatives that are either in the I-5 right-of-way or that
do not affect SOSB at all would also be considered consistent. These are the CC, CC-ALPV,
A7C-ALPV, AIO, I-5 and No Action Alternatives.

As described in Table ES.6-1, the FEC-W, FEC-M and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives result in
adverse impacts to uses in SOSB Cristianitos Subunit. The CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-ALPV, AIO
and I-5 Alternatives result in adverse impacts to existing and planned land uses and divisions of
established communities in the SOCTIIP study area.

Potential Adverse Land Use Impacts During Construction

A potential short term impact of the SOCTIIP build alternatives related to land use would be
associated with the reuse of previously developed lands that were acquired and cleared of the
existing development to accommodate the construction of the build Alternative. Remainder
parcels which are large enough for reuse would be sold after the completion of the construction
of the SOCTIIP build Alternative and would be subject to independent environmental evaluation
for any planned land use. These would not be adverse short term impacts of the SOCTIIP build

Alternatives.

Construction of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives may require the acquisition or long term lease of
land for temporary use during construction only to accommodate construction staging, materials
storage, equipment storage and other activities. Remainder parcels used for temporary
construction purposes would be anticipated to be sold or returned to their original owners, as
appropriate. The short term use of this land for the construction of the SOCTIIP build
Alternatives would not be an adverse impact. Table ES.6-1 shows the total areas of both
temporary disturbance and permanent right-of-way by jurisdiction under the build Alternatives.

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives Related to Land Use

The No Action Alternatives would not result in direct or indirect land use impacts because they
would not result in the construction of any SOCTIIP related transportation improvements in the
study area. The No Action Alternatives are not anticipated to affect planned land uses because
the applicable local jurisdictions have required or are anticipated to require those uses to include
sufficient transportation facilities to meet their needs, independent of the SOCTIIP Alternatives.
Because they do not include the FTC-S as shown in the MPAH and area General Plans, the No
Action Alternatives would not be consistent with the adopted land use plans in Orange County.
The No Action Alternatives would not result in short or long term adverse impacts related to land
use because the No Action Alternatives would not result in the acquisition of any property, the
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removal of any existing land uses, impacts on Camp Pendleton or the construction of any
SOCTIIP related transportation improvements.

Cumulative Impacts Related to Land Use

Cumulative impacts related to land use are related to conversion of open space to developed area
and displacement of residential uses, as discussed below.

Conversion of Open Space

Development of the RMV property is expected within the next 25 years. As of December 2003,
proposed development plans for the property included only general information on the location
and type of proposed development on the RMV. There is only preliminary information on both
the RMV development plans for the 9,254 ha (22,850 acre) ranch and the County’s NCCP. Even
without specific information about these two major planning projects, conversion of some of the
land on RMV from undeveloped to urban uses will occur. Therefore, implementation of the
SOCTIIP commidor Altemnatives, because they traverse the RMV, would contribute to a
cumulative land use impact as a result of converting currently undeveloped land to an urban road
use. The AIO Altemative would only incrementally contribute to cumulative impacts on the
conversion of undeveloped land, for those arterial highway segments widened beyond their
MPAH designations, which is really not cumulatively considerable regarding open space
conversion. There would not be cumulative impacts to land use related to the conversion of
undeveloped land to urban and suburban land under the I-5 and No Action Alternatives.

Housing

Orange County in general suffers from a shortage of housing and, specifically, a shortage in
affordable housing. SCAG has identified a jobs-housing imbalance in this region. The SOCTIIP
build Altemmatives that would result in the acquisition of existing housing or the acquisition of
areas planned for housing would exacerbate this condition. Therefore, there would be an adverse
impact on residential uses as a result of the CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-ALPV, AIO and I-5
Alternatives. The FEC-W, FEC-M and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives would not result in an adverse
impact on residential uses because they are in areas that do not include existing or planned
residential uses.

The No Action Alternatives would not have cumulative impacts on the housing shortage.
ES.6.11.2 Mitigation Measures Related to Land Use

All temporary use and permanent acquisition of right-of-way for the SOCTIIP build Alternatives
will be conducted consistent with the requirements of the Uniform Relocation and Assistance
Real Property Acquisition Polices Act of 1970, as amended, and California Government Code,
Chapter 16, Section 7260, et. seq. Compliance with these Acts for all temporary occupancy and
permanent acquisition of property for the build alternatives is included in measures SE-1 to SE-
3, described earlier in Section ES.6.6.3. Those measures would also apply to some of the land
use impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives. Mitigation measures LU-1 and LU-2 will, to an
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extent, reduce adverse impacts of the build Alternatives related to land use. Briefly, these
measures require:

LU-1 Design refinements to avoid or minimize impacts to existing land uses, related to the
temporary occupancy and/or permanent acquisition of property.

LU-2 Relocating the facility access road and front gate at the TRW Capistrano Test Site to
minimize disruption and impacts to TRW security and to maintain access to this facility.

ES.6.11.3 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation
Related to Land Use

All the SOCTIP build Altermatives and the two No Action Alternatives would result in
unavoidable adverse land use impacts related to consistency with adopted land use or land use
related plans; impacts to existing land uses and cumulative impacts related to conversion of open
space and impacts to residential uses. These would be significant unavoidable adverse impacts
under CEQA.

ES.6.12 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO RECREATION RESOURCES

This Section summarizes the potential adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives related to
recreation resources. Section 4.25 (Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures
Related to Recreation Resources) in the EIS/SEIR describes the existing conditions, study area
and methodology, impacts analysis and mitigation measures related to recreation resources in
detail. These potential impacts are summarized in Table ES.6-1.

ES.6.12.1 Adverse Impacts Related to Recreation Resources

All the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in adverse impacts to recreation resources. As
shown on Table ES.6-1, depending on the Alternative, these impacts include temporary
occupancy and/or permanent acquisition of land from parks and recreation resources; short
and/or long term adverse noise impacts on recreation uses; short term adverse air quality impacts
on recreation uses and/or long term adverse impacts on visual resources associated with
recreation resources.

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives

The No Action Alternatives would not result in adverse impacts related to recreation resources
because these Alternatives would not result in construction or implementation of SOCTIIP
infrastructure improvements in the study area.

Cumulative Adverse Impacts Related to Recreation Resources

When considered with other cumulative projects, the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would
contribute to cumulative adverse impacts related to direct and indirect adverse impacts on
recreation resources in the study area.
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ES.6.12.2 Mitigation Measures Related to Recreation Resources

Mitigation measures R-1 to R-5 to avoid or substantially reduce adverse impacts of the build
Alternatives related to recreation resources require:

R-1  Refine the design to avoid or minimize temporary occupancy during construction and
permanent acquisition of land currently occupied by or proposed for use by recreation
resources.

R-2  Consultation with the affected property owner/operator of recreation resources
temporarily occupied or permanently acquired by a build alternative.

R-3  Negotiations with the owner/operator whose recreation facilities will be permanently
acquired to determine appropriate action and/or compensation to mitigate for the
permanent acquisition.

R-4  Negotiations with the owner/operator whose recreation facilities will be temporarily
occupied during construction to determine appropriate action and or compensation to
mitigate for the temporary occupancy.

R-5 During final design, provide for crossings of planned lateral Class I and existing and
planned Class II bicycle trails, and hiking and equestrian trails at master planned
locations across the road alignments.

ES.6.12.3 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation
Related to Recreation Resources

The FEC-W, FEC-M, CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-ALPV, A7C-FEC-M, AIO and I-5 Alternatives
would result in adverse impacts related to recreation resources which cannot be fully mitigated.
For these Alternatives, the unavoidable adverse impacts following mitigation would be related to
temporary occupancy and permanent acquisition of property, short term noise, short term air
quality and long term visual impacts. These impacts would be significant and adverse under
CEQA.

The No Action Alternatives would not result in unavoidable adverse impacts related to recreation
resources.

ES.6.13 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO FLOODPLAINS, WATERWAYS AND
HYDROLOGIC SYSTEMS

This Section summarizes the potential adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP alternatives related to
floodplains, hydrology and hydrologic systems. Section 4.8 (Affected Environment, Impacts and
Mitigation Measures Related to Floodplains, Hydrology and Hydrologic Systems) in the
EIS/SEIR describes the existing conditions, study area and methodology, impacts analysis and
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mitigatibn measures related to these resources in detail. These potential impacts are summarized
in Table ES.6-1.

ES.6.13.1 Adverse Impacts Related to Floodplains, Waterways and Hydrologic Systems

Potential impacts related to floodplains, waterways and hydrologic systems are addressed
through PDFs incorporated in the design of each of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives. These
PDFs include EDBs, which are sized to include a contingency volume to attenuate excess flows,
from the on-site (roadway) and, therefore, protect downstream natural channels from scour.
Structures would be placed within 100-year flood hazard areas; however, flows would be
diverted to containment BMPs or rip rapped areas to reduce flow velocity and flooding of
waterways. EDBs, BMPs and other water quality measures are described in detail in Section 4.9
in the EIS/SEIR.

All the SOCTIIP build Alternatives incorporate PDFs to prevent and mitigate construction
impacts to floodplains, waterways and hydrologic systems. Many of the PDFs also specifically
address water quality issues. Construction engineering and design would address construction
impacts to floodplains and hydrology which would be incorporated into design and construction
plans.

For floodplain encroachment during construction, all the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would
result in temporary adverse impacts which would be minimized and addressed with the
implementation of a Stormwater Management Plan and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan.

The FEC-M and FEC-W Alternatives do not result in floodplain encroachment at the crossings.
There are no adverse impacts to residential, non-residential and cropland, risk associated with
implementation, natural and beneficial floodplains, support of probable incompatible floodplain
development, longitudinal encroachments or to groundwater. There is potential for a minor
impact to traffic during flooding at Beach Club Road at San Onofre Creek. There is also a minor
impact in flood hazard potential to the existing access road under I-5. The FEC-M and FEC-W
Alternatives would not result in scour impacts.

The CC and CC-ALPV Alternatives do not result in impacts to residential, non-residential and
cropland, traffic, nsk associated with implementation, support of probable incompatible
floodplain development or to groundwater. There is potential for adverse impacts for floodplain
encroachment at Cafiada Chiquita and Segunda Deshecha Cafiada. In addition, there is potential
adverse impacts due to scouring at Cafiada Chiquita and a longitudinal encroachment north of the
confluence of Cafiada Chiquita and San Juan Creek. However, with the incorporation of PDFs
in these Alternatives, the floodplain encroachment and longtitudinal encroachment is minimized.
There are also impacts on beneficial floodplain values at Cafiada Chiquita and Segunda
Deshecha Cafiada.

The A7C-ALPV Altemative does not result in impacts to residential, non-residential and
cropland, traffic, risk associated with implementation, support of probable incompatible
floodplain development, longitudinal encroachment or to groundwater. There are adverse
impacts for floodplain encroachment at Cafiada Chiquita and Segunda Deshecha Cafada. In

FAPROJ-ENV\SOCTIHP Screencheck 11 SSA\Executive Summarv.doc ES-86
April 26, 2004



SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR Executive Summary

addition, there are adverse impacts due to scouring at Cafiada Chiquita. There are also impacts
on beneficial floodplain values at Cafiada Chiquita.

The A7C-FEC-M Alternative does not result in impacts to floodplain encroachment, residential,
non-residential and cropland, risk associated with implementation, natural and beneficial
floodplain values, support of probable incompatible floodplain development or to groundwater.
There is a minor impact to flood potential of the Beach Club Road crossing at San Onofre Creek.
There is also a minor impact in flood hazard potential to the existing access road under I-5. The
A7C-FEC-M Alternative would not result in scour impacts.

The AIO and I-5 Alternatives do not result in impacts to floodplain encroachment, residential,
non-residential and cropland, scour, traffic, risk associated with implementation, natural and
beneficial floodplain values, longitudinal encroachments, support of probable incompatible
floodplain development or to groundwater.

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives

The No Action Alternatives do not propose the construction or implementation of any SOCTIIP
infrastructure improvements. Therefore, the hydrologic conditions as they currently exist would
not be impacted as a result of any SOCTIIP improvements under the No Action Alternatives.
Given the likelihood of development on RMV and elsewhere in the six watersheds, the potential
for impacts to the watersheds could be substantial even under the No Action Alternatives.
However, with the implementation of federal, state and local regulations, it is anticipated that
impacts to these watersheds would be mitigated by individual projects on a project by project
basis, as development is implemented. Therefore, under the No Action Alternatives, no adverse
SOCTIIP related impacts to floodplains and hydrology are anticipated.

The No Action Alternatives do not result in impacts to floodplain encroachment, residential,
non-residential and cropland, scour, traffic, risk associated with implementation, natural and
beneficial floodplain values, longitudinal encroachments, support of probable incompatible
floodplain development or to groundwater.

Cumulative Impacts Related to Floodplains, Waterways and Hvydrologic Systems

Analysis of floodplains and hydrology is performed at a cumulative level. The SOCTIIP study
area extends through six regional watersheds, each defined at the location at which its flows into
the Pacific Ocean. These watersheds are Aliso Creek, San Juan Creek, Prima Deshecha Canada,
Segunda Deshecha Cafiada, San Mateo Creek and San Onofre Creek. These watersheds span
parts of Orange, San Diego and Riverside Counties. Therefore, the potential effects of the
SOCTIIP Alternatives related to water resources in the study area address the potential for
cumulative effects. Runoff from the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would be isolated from local
runoff and would be collected and treated in EDBs prior to release to other watercourses. With
two exceptions, the hydrologic analysis points had only minor increases in discharge for the
future condition. Canada Gobernadora, which has a tributary of about 22 square kilometers (sq
km (8.5 square miles (sq mi)), had a moderate increase in drainage due to future conditions and
Segunda Deshecha Cafada characterized by relatively small tributary areas (6 to 7 sq km (2.3 to

FAPROJ-ENVISOCTIIP Screencheck 11 SSA\Executive Summary.doc ES-87
April 26, 2004



SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR Executive Summary

2.7 sq mi)), is projected to experience major discharge increases as a result of the cumulative
projects, including the SOCTIIP build Alternatives.

Based on the hydrologic data for future watershed conditions, impacts to floodplains were
evaluated at selected hydrologic analysis points to determine cumulative effects of the SOCTIIP
build Alternatives. Analysis points which underwent an increase in discharge of greater than
10% had additional water surface elevation increases up to 0.8 meters (m, 3 feet (ft). The
analysis point at Cafiada Gobernadora that resulted in a discharge increase between 5 and 10%
had an impact of approximately 0.03 m (0.1 ft). The remainder of the points, which had
increases of less than 5%, had water surface elevation impacts of less than 0.03 m (0.1 ft). Asa
result of these findings, it is anticipated that the SOCTIIP build Alternatives, in combination with
future development, could potentially cause substantial cumulative impacts if unmitigated
imperviousness due to future development in watersheds increases more than 10%. However, if
increased runoff due to future development is either mitigated (as required by the RWQCB), or if
increases in imperviousness are held below the 5% threshold, described above, cumulative
impacts to floodplains are less than adverse.

ES.6.13.2 Mitigation Measures Related to Floodplains, Waterways and Hydrologic Systems

The PDFs incorporated in the SOCTIIP build Alternatives include mitigation strategies to
address scour, 100-year flood protection, sediment loading/scour, erosion and water
quality/erosion. These PDFs are listed below. No further mitigation is proposed for adverse
impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives related to floodplains, waterways and hydrologic
systems.

PDF-1 Reduction of Downstream Effects Caused by Changes m Flow. If changes in velocity or
volume of runoff, sediment load or other hydraulic changes due to encroachment, crossings or
realignment result in an increased potential for downstream effects in channels, the TCA, or
other implementing agency, will implement design features to prevent adverse effects. The
features will include one or more of the following (or similar features):

e Modifications to channel lining materials (both natural and man-made), including vegetation,
geotextile mats, rock and riprap.

o Energy dissipation devices at culvert outlets.

¢ Smoothing the transition between culvert outlets/headwalls/wingwalls and channels to reduce
turbulence and scour.

¢ Incorporating retention or detention facilities into designs to reduce peak discharges, volumes
and erosive flow.

e Conduct detailed hydrologic engineering design to establish size, capacity, alignment of
flood control facilities to protect the site from the 100-year flood level.
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PDF-2 Concentrated Flow Conveyance Systems. The TCA, or other implementing agency, will
implement concentrated flow conveyance systems to intercept and divert surface flows, and
convey and discharge concentrated flows with a minimum of soil erosion, both on-site and off-
site where applicable. Ditches, berms, dikes and swales will be used to intercept and direct
surface runoff to an overside drain or stabilized watercourse.

PDF- 3 Slope and Surface Protection Systems. The TCA, or other implementing agency, will
use surface protection to minimize erosion from completed, disturbed surfaces. Surface
protection includes but is not limited to vegetative cover or hard surfacing such as concrete, rock,
or rock and mortar.

PDEF-4 Detention Basins. The TCA, or other implementing agency, will implement EDBs on the
SOCTIIP build Alternative to temporarily detain water on the site and allow sediment and
particulates to settle out. EDBs will be maintained, monitored and documented per RWQCB and
Caltrans requirements and conform to the guidelines set forth in the SWMP. The siting of EDBs
requires that sufficient head is available such that water stored in the basin does not cause a
backwater condition in the storm drain system, which would limit its capacity. Additionally,
high groundwater must be no higher than the bottom elevation of the basin; otherwise, the basin
would not drain completely. The siting process also required consideration of sensitive
environmental constraints. The EDBs were sited to avoid those areas as well.

PDF-5 Biofiltration Swales and Strips (Vegetated Treatment Strips). The TCA, or other
implementing agency, will use biofiltration swales and strips, as shown in the RMP, where
applicable and in association with EDBs to convey low flow. One of the primary limitations of
using bioswales is that they must be used on slopes less than two percent. Due to the terrain and
the design of the Alternatives there were very few locations where they could be applied.
Bioswales will be maintained, monitored and documented per RWQCB and Caltrans
requirements and will conform to guidelines set forth in the SWMP.

ES.6.13.3 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation
Related to Floodplains, Waterways and Hydrologic Systems

The impacts for the CC Alternative to existing floodplain and erosion and sedimentation patterns
could be avoided by the implementation of design refinements to the CC Alternative, based on
more detailed hydraulic analyses. Such refinements may include shifting the horizontal
alignment of the highway to the west such that the embankment did not encroach onto the
Cafiada Chiquita floodplain. With the incorporation of the PDFs, this impact would be
mitigated.

It is anticipated that any possible adverse impacts to floodplain or sedimentation and scour may
be avoided. The final design of these crossings, based on more detailed hydraulic analyses,
would include PDFs to minimize adverse impacts to the existing floodplain as well as existing
erosion and sedimentation patterns. With the incorporation of the design refinements and PDFs,
this impact would be mitigated.
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The A7C-ALPV Altematives would result in adverse impacts due to the east-west connector
crossing at Caflada Chiquita. The impacts for the A7C-ALPV Alternative to the existing
floodplain and potential changes to erosion and sedimentation patterns may be avoided by the
implementation of the PDFs and on more detailed hydraulic analyses. These refinements could
include adjustments to the highway embankment fill such that the east-west connector crossing
did not encroach onto Caifiada Chiquita. With the incorporation of the PDFs, this impact would
be mitigated.

It is anticipated that the final design of the crossing at Segunda Deshecha Cafiada and with more
detailed hydraulic analyses conducted as a part of the PDFs, the refinements would minimize
adverse impacts to the existing floodplain as well as existing erosion and sedimentation patterns.
With the incorporation of the PDFs, this impact would be mitigated.

In summary, with the incorporation of the PDFs, no significant adverse impacts remain under
CEQA and there are no unavoidable adverse impacts.

ES.6.14 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND
HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES

This Section summarizes the potential adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives related
to hazardous materials and hazardous waste sites. Section 4.17 (Affected Environment, Impacts
and Mitigation Measures Related to Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Sites) in the
EIS/SEIR describes the existing conditions, study area and methodology, impacts analysis and
mitigation measures related to these environmental parameters in detail. These potential impacts
are summarized in Table ES.6-1.

ES.6.14.1 Adverse Impacts Related to Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Sites

The potential impacts of the SOCTIIP build alternatives related to hazardous materials and
wastes are related to the potential for disturbance of hazardous materials or wastes sites during
construction (military, underground storage tanks, other releases, past pesticide and herbicide
use); disruption of utilities during construction (pipelines, waste water treatment plants and
electrical substations); disturbance of unknown/undocumented past activities (oil wells, test
borings) disturbance of aenally deposited lead or asbestos; and/or construction related hazards
including accidental releases, fuel spills, use, storage, handling and transport of hazardous
materials and/or the discovery of previously undocumented hazardous contamination.

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives

The No Action Alternatives would not result in impacts related to hazardous materials and waste
sites because they do not propose any construction or implementation of SOCTIIP infrastructure
improvements in the study area.
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Cumulative Impacts Related to Hazardous Matenals and Hazardous Waste Sites

Because the SOCTIIP build Alternatives and the other cumulative projects would likely not all
be under construction simultaneously and because of existing regulations, the SOCTIIP build
Alternatives, when considered with other cumulative projects, would not result in a cumulative
short term adverse impact related to hazardous materials and hazardous waste sites. The
potentially long term adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives related to accidental
releases of hazardous materials or wastes would be substantially mitigated based on
implementation of existing federal, state and local regulations regarding response and
remediation for hazardous materials or wastes spills. Therefore, the SOCTIIP build Alternatives
would not contribute to cumulative adverse impacts related to hazardous materials and hazardous
waste sites.

ES.6.14.2 Mitigation Measures Related to Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Sites

All the adverse impacts related to hazardous materials would be mitigated for all the SOCTIIP
build Alternatives based on compliance with existing regulations and mitigation measures HM-1
to HM-18. These measures, to avoid or substantially reduce adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP
build Altematives related to hazardous materials and hazardous waste sites, require:

HM-1 Groundwater testing for pesticides, nitrates, metals and petroleum hydrocarbons prior
to construction in areas where excavation may extend into groundwater.

HM-2 In areas immediately adjacent to existing roads proposed for construction (I-5,
arterials), soil samples will be collected and analyzed for lead concentrations during
final design. Any excess contaminated soil would be disposed of consistent with all
applicable federal, state and local regulations.

HM-3 Prior to grading in agricultural areas, prepare and implement a soil sampling plan and
a worker health and safety plan to identify areas of chemically affected soils.

HM-4 Positively locate abandoned oil wells and test borings and remove any remaining
components before grading.

HM-5 Asbestos sampling and notification prior to demolition or renovation of existing
bridges, road structures or buildings, consistent with the SCAQMD requirements.

HM-6 Testing, prior to removal of existing thermoplastic or painted traffic stripes proposed
for removal on existing roads to assess the level of lead and chromium.

HM-7 Compliance of all construction activities with existing federal, state and local
regulations regarding the handling, use, storage and disposal of hazardous materials,
including regulations on response in the event of accidental release.

HM-8 If leakage or damage from existing utilities 1s identified during construction,
appropriate containment and remedial measures will be implemented, as necessary, in
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HM-9

HM-10

HM-11

HM-12

HM-13

HM-14

HM-15

HM-16

consultation with the affected utility provider and in compliance with existing local,
state and federal regulations.

During final design, update the regulatory database report and review the regulatory
records for identified sites of concern, such as leaking underground storage tank
locations.

Coordinate the removal of underground storage tanks by the facility tenant or
property owner and regulatory closure would be directed and approved by the
applicable local oversight regulatory agency.

Prior to construction, conduct a subsurface investigation of the emplaced wastes at
Prima Deshecha Landfill, if the selected alternative crosses the Landfill. Any
hazardous substances that may pose unacceptable risks to human health or the
environment will either be avoided through redesign of the relevant project features
or removed and properly disposed of by the responsible party identified during the
right-of-way acquisition process. Also, a health, safety and emergency contingency
program will be designed to minimize worker exposure to methane and previously
undocumented hazardous materials on the Landfill site.

During final design, existing businesses within the disturbance limits for the selected
alternative will be evaluated related to hazardous materials concerns to identify areas
where soil sampling is warranted.

If the selected alternative crosses Camp Pendleton, the Department of the Navy
(DON) will be consulted and a review of current United States Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) files will be conducted during final design to evaluate
whether National Priorities List (NPL) records indicate that hazardous materials
releases have occurred beneath the northwestern part of the Base, which may impact
the SOCTIIP build Alternative.

The following procedures will be implemented: 1) control and manifesting of
hazardous waste generated by construction or maintenance activities; 2) assignment
of responsibility for hazardous waste management, spill accountability and hazardous
waste disposal; 3) the EPA identification number to be used to manifest hazardous
wastes; 4) responsibility for acquisition of required health permits; 5) procedures for
management of hazardous wastes stored on Camp Pendleton; 6) assignment of
responsibility for any Notices of Violation or other regulatory enforcement actions
occurring within the alternative right-of-way during construction or operation.

If the selected Alternative traverses the Capistrano Test site, the groundwater well
shall be sampled and abandoned in a cooperative effort with TRW.

Implement a soil screening program if records of pipeline integrity testing are
unavailable.
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HM-17  Coordinate with the owner if the final design calls for the relocation of oil cooled
and/or lubricated electrical equipment at existing electrical substations.

HM-18  If previously unknown hazardous materials or objects that could contain hazardous
materials are discovered during construction, construction personnel will notify the
TCA or the implementing agency and implement measures to control and
characterize the materials encountered, including notification of hazardous materials
emergency response personnel as appropriate.

In addition, measures WW-7 (construction storage) and WW-8 (construction disposal) relate to
hazardous materials. Refer to Section ES.6.10.2 for discussion of those measures.

ES.6.14.3 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation
Related to Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Sites

None of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in adverse impacts related to hazardous
materials and hazardous wastes which cannot be mitigated to below a level of significance under
CEQA.

ES.6.15 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES

This Section summarizes the potential adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives related to
public services and utilities. Section 4.24 (Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation
Measures Related to Public Services and Ultilities) in the EIS/SEIR describes the existing
conditions, study area and methodology, impacts analysis and mitigation measures related to
these environmental parameters in detail. These potential impacts are summarized in Table
ES.6-1.

ES.6.15.1 Beneficial Effects Related to Public Services and Utilities

I-5 is the major emergency evacuation route for San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station
(SONGS), and is the only non-signalized evacuation route between SONGS and 1-405 to the
north. Ortega Highway, north of SONGS, provides a route from I-5 to the east that is two-lane
and non-signalized over most of its length. The SOCTIIP corridor Alternatives would provide
an additional evacuation route from I-5, immediately south of San Clemente, to Ortega Highway
and to SR 241, north of Ortega Highway and east of I-5. To the north, SR 241 connects with SR
91 to the east, affording access to Riverside and Los Angeles Counties and connects to I-5 and I-
405 to the west, providing access to the north and northwest, respectively. The SOCTIIP
corridor Alternatives would have the beneficial effect of increasing the speed at which
evacuations could be completed and would provide an alternate route should I-5 become
impassable.

The AIO and I-5 Alternatives would have a slight positive effect related to emergency
evacuation because the additional lanes on these Alternatives would increase the speed at which
evacuations could be completed. However, these Alternatives would not provide an alternate
evacuation route to I-5 from San Clemente north.
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ES.6.15.2 Adverse Impacts Related to Public Services and Utilities

The CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-ALPV and AIO Altematives result in an adverse impact after
mitigation to solid waste disposal services because they reduce the capacity of Prima Deshecha
Landfill. The I-5 and CC Alternatives result in an adverse impact after mitigation to solid waste
disposal services because of the generation and disposal of excess soil and rock material.

During construction, the CC, CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Altemnatives will result in blocked
access in the Prima Deshecha Sanitary Landfill. These three Alternatives will also result in the
need to relocate some existing facilities at the Prima Deshecha Landfill. These impacts will not
be adverse after mitigation.

The CC Alternative results in adverse impacts after mitigation to schools because of temporary
and permanent acquisition of land at San Clemente High School and Ole Hanson Elementary
School. The AIO Alternative results in an adverse impact after mitigation to schools because of
temporary and permanent acquisition of land at Las Flores Elementary School. The I-5
Alternative results in an adverse impact after mitigation to schools because of temporary and
permanent acquisition of land at Mission Viejo High School, Rancho Capistrano School, San
Clemente High School, Saint George’s Episcopal Academy and San Juan Elementary School.

The I-5 Alternative results in adverse impacts after mitigation to public services facilities
because of temporary loss of use and permanent acquisition of property at Buccheim Fields.

During operations and construction, the FEC-M, FEC-W, CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-FEC-M and
A7C-ALPV Alternatives will result in adverse impacts related to increased potential for wildfires
and blocked access to the fire road grid. This impact will not be adverse after mitigation.

The FEC-W, FEC-M and A7C-FEC-M Alternative will result in the need for non-federal law
enforcement on the corridor segments on Camp Pendleton. This impact will not be adverse after
mitigation.

All the SOCTIIP build Alternatives have the potential to result in damage to utilities or
temporary interruptions of utilities services during construction. These potential impacts will not
be adverse after mitigation.

All the SOCTIIP build Alternatives will result in the need to relocate/add high voltage electric
towers and large utility poles. This impact will not be significant after mitigation.

The FEC-W, FEC-M and A7C-FEC-M Alternative will result in the need for temporary use and
permanent acquisition of part of a percolation pond on Camp Pendleton. This impact can be

substantially mitigated.

As shown in Table ES.6-1, all the SOCTIIP build Alternatives will result in the temporary loss of
use and permanent acquisition of public services facilities and utilities properties and facilities.
Depending on the alternatives, these include electric substation properties, schools, public
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service facility property, water treatment facility property and sports field property. These
impacts can be substantially mitigated.

The CC Alternative will result in increased response times for emergency services providers.
This impact can be substantially mitigated.

All the corridor build Alternatives will result in reduced access to medical emergencies during
construction. This impact can be substantially mitigated.

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives Related to Public Services and Utilities

The No Action Alternatives would not result in adverse impacts related to public services and
utilities because these Alternatives would not result in construction or implementation of any
SOCTIIP infrastructure improvements in the study area.

Cumulative Impacts Related to Public Services and Utilities

None of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives, after mitigation, would contribute to cumulative
adverse 1mpacts related to wildfires, fire and emergency medical services, law enforcement
services or utilittes. The CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-ALPV, AIO and I-5 Alternatives, when
considered with other cumulative projects in the area, would contribute to cumulative adverse
impacts related to solid waste disposal and the reduction of disposal capacity in area landfills,
even with mitigation. The CC, AIO and I-5 Alternatives, when considered with other cumulative
projects in the area, would contribute to a cumulative adverse impact on schools even with
mitigation. The SOCTIIIP contribution to this cumulative impacts is related to the acquisition of
land from schools for these Alternatives. The I-5 Alternative would result in an adverse impact
on public services even with mitigation. Under the I-5 Alternative, the contribution is related to
acquisition of part of Buccheim Fields. However, these types of public facilities impact have not
been 1dentified for other projects in the SOCTIIP study area. Therefore, the I-5 Alternative will
not contribute to cumulative adverse impacts related to public services.

ES.6.15.3 Mitigation Measures Related to Public Services and Utilities

Mitigation measures PS-1 to PS-16 and U-1 to U-3 to reduce adverse impacts of the build
Alternatives related to public services and utilities require:

PS-1  Final design refinement to avoid or minimize acquisition of land occupied by public
services and utilities.

PS-2  During construction, installation of warning signs in high fire risk areas.
PS-3  During operation, installation of warning signs in high fire risk areas.
PS-4  Installation of emergency call boxes in areas of high fire hazard.

PS-5  Dunng construction, maintenance of access to the existing fire road grid.
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PS-6

PS-7

PS-8

PS-9

PS-10

PS-11

PS-12

PS-13

During final design, maintenance of access to the existing fire road grid.
During construction, implementation of required fuel modification techniques.

During final design, coordination of the addition of OPTICON or other traffic pre-
emption devices with the City of San Clemente.

During construction, coordinatiori of temporary ramp closures and detour plans with
fire, emergency medical and law enforcement providers.

Prior to operation, transfer of concurrent legal jurisdiction from the federal government
to the State for segments of the road through MCB Camp Pendleton.

Prior to final design of alternatives that cross Prima Deshecha Landfill, consultation
with Landfill engineers to minimize impacts to Landfill capacity and life span.

During final design of alternatives that cross Prima Deshecha Landfill, incorporation of
access routes within the site.

Prior to construction of an alternative that generates excess fill, contractor will offer fill
for use in other development projects or as daily cover for landfills.

PS-13A Excess fill will not be disposed of at MCB Camp Pendleton landfills without approval

of MCB Camp Pendleton.

PS-14 Negotiation with schools or schools districts on compensation for permanent acquisition
of property.

PS-15 Negotiation with schools or schools districts on compensation for temporary use of
property.

PS-16 Negotiation with public facilities owners on compensation for temporary use and/or
permanent acquisition of property.

U-1 As early as possible during final design, consultation with affected utilities to reduce
potential utility impacts.

U-2 Negotiation with utilities owners on compensation for temporary use and/or permanent
acquisition of property.

U-3 Negotiation with the Department of the Navy on compensation or appropriate action to
reduce the effect of encroachment on MCB Camp Pendleton.
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ES.6.15.4 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation
Related to Public Services and Utilities

The following SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in unavoidable long term direct adverse
impacts related to public services and utilities which cannot be fully mitigated. These impacts
would be significant and adverse under CEQA.:

e CC Alternative: Reduction in capacity and lifespan of Prima Deshecha Sanitary Landfill;
generation of excess soil and rock material; and permanent acquisition and temporary use of
property at San Clemente High School and Ole Hanson Elementary School.

e CC-ALPV Alternative: Reduction in capacity and lifespan of Prima Deshecha Sanitary
Landfill.

e A7C-ALPV Alternative: Reduction in capacity and lifespan of Prima Deshecha Sanitary
Landfill.

e AIO Alternative: Reduction in capacity and lifespan of Prima Deshecha Sanitary Landfill;
and permanent acquisition and temporary use of property at Las Flores Elementary School.

e -5 Alternative: Generation of excess soil and rock material; and permanent acquisition and
temporary use of property at Mission Viejo High School, Rancho Capistrano School, San
Clemente High School, Saint Georges’s Episcopal Academy, San Juan Elementary School
and the Buccheim Fields.

ES.6.16 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO EARTH RESOURCES

This Section summarizes the potential adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives related to
earth resources. Section 4.24 (Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related
to Earth Resources) in the EIS/SEIR describes the existing conditions, study area and
methodology, impacts analysis and mitigation measures related to earth resources in detail.
These potential impacts are summarized in Table ES.6-1.

ES.6.16.1 Adverse Impacts Related to Earth Resources

Being located in southern California, the SOCTIIP study area is in a seismically active region
and is potentially subject to seismically related geologic hazards. These hazards are related to
the principal regional active faults in the region, which include the San Andreas, Elsinore, San
Jacinto and Newport-Inglewood Faults, and the San Joaquin Hills Blind Thrust Fault.

The alignments of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives cross several bedrock faults. However, none
of these faults is known to be active, which is defined as having experienced displacement within
Holocene geologic time (defined as approximately the most recent 11,000 years). No active
faults are known to cross any of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives and no Earthquake Fault Zones
have been mapped along the bedrock faults in the study area. Therefore, the potential for a fault
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rupture hazard associated with the construction and/or operation of any of the SOCTIIP build
Alternatives is considered remote.

Due to the proximity of seismically active regional faults, the potential for strong ground shaking
and ground rupture in the study area cannot be reduced, but the damage potential can be
substantially lessened through incorporation of appropriate design and construction techniques.
Final design and construction of all the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would incorporate
geotechnical recommendations and current codes and practices relative to the potential for
ground motion. Therefore, although the potential for damage due to seismic shaking under all
the SOCTIIP build Alternatives cannot be precluded, that potential would be reduced to normal
levels for this type of project as a result of design and construction features.

The analysis of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives related to earth resources also considered a wide
range of other potential adverse impacts, including liquefaction, landslides, differential
compaction/seismic settlement, tsunami, seiches, flooding, changes in groundwater levels,
disposal of excavated material, percolation of waste material, mudflows, unstable cut and fill
slopes, collapsible and expansive soils, trench wall stability, erosion of graded areas, extraction
of groundwater, gas, oil and geothermal energy, hydrocompaction and peat oxidation, lava flow
and ash flow. The SOCTIIP build Alternatives would not result in adverse impacts in the
majority of these categories because either these conditions do not exist in the study area or the
detailed geotechnical studies for designing the build Alternatives avoid the potential for effects
related to these geotechnical conditions.

During construction, the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in adverse impacts related to
temporary lowering of groundwater levels, impacts on landfills associated with disposal of

excavated materials and potential for unstable cut and fill slopes.

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives Related to Earth Resources

The No Action Alternatives would not result in adverse impacts related to earth resources
because these Alternatives do not propose any construction or implementation of any SOCTIIP
infrastructure improvements in the study area.

Cumulative Impacts Related to Earth Resources

The SOCTIIP build Alternatives and other cumulative projects have similar impacts related soils
and geotechnical conditions. These impacts would be substantially mitigated or avoided for the
SOCTIIP and other projects through project mitigation measures and standard design and
construction practices. Therefore, because the impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives and
other cumulative projects on earth resources would be substantially mitigated or avoided, no
cumulative adverse impacts related to earth resources are anticipated.

Grading for the SOCTIIP build Alternatives, when considered with the other cumulative project
grading (including RMYV) could produce indirect cumulative impacts associated with
construction noise, air quality, water quality, drainage and altered landscape form. Refer to
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Sections ES.6.8, ES.6.7, ES.6.6, and ES.6.10 for discussion of these potential cumulative
impacts.

ES.6.16.2 Mitigation Measures Related to Earth Resources

Mitigation measures G-1 to G-5 to reduce the adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives
related to earth resources require:

G-1 A design level geotechnical report will be prepared for the selected alternative.
G-2  Side slopes shall be designed and graded to minimize surface erosion.

G-3  Native vegetation will be planted to reduce erosion and slope instability.

G-4 A quality assurance/quality control plan will be maintained during construction.

G-5 A detailed review will be made to locate all groundwater wells within the project
footpnint.

ES.6.16.3 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation
Related to Earth Resources

The construction of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in temporary adverse impacts
associated with temporary lowering of groundwater levels, increased disposal of waste material
and unstable cut and fill slopes. These impacts can be substantially mitigated and are not
considered unavoidable adverse impacts after mitigation. These impacts can be mitigated to
below a level of significance under CEQA.

The A7C-ALPV Alternative would result in unavoidable permanent adverse impacts to a
mapped groundwater spring located 0.75 km (0.5 mi) south of Ortega Highway and the
relocation of a well in the SOCTIIP study area. These impacts would be significant and adverse

under CEQA.

None of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives results in adverse impacts after mitigation related to
carthquake damage, destruction of a unique geologic feature, exposure of people or structures to
an increased hazard of landslide or mudslide, exposure of structures to potential damage from
expansive or collapsible soil, increased soil erosion above natural conditions or exposure of
structures to a potential for distress due to foundation settlement or subsidence.

ES.6.17 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

This Section summarizes the potential beneficial effects and adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP
alternatives related to paleontological resources. Section 4.23 (Affected Environment, Impacts
and Mitigation Measures Related to Paleontological Resources) in the EIS/SEIR describes the
existing conditions, study area and methodology, impacts analysis and mitigation measures
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related to paleontological resources in detail. These potential impacts are summarized in Table
ES.6-1.

ES.6.17.1 Adverse Impacts and Beneficial Effects Related to Paleontological Resources

Beneficial effects of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives include new information made available to
scientists, educators and the general public as a result of the recovery of fossils as part of the
construction of the SOCTIIP build alternatives. This information could include new data on the
evolutionary relationships and developmental trends among organisms, biostratigraphic
information on the age of rock units or sedimentary strata, the depositional history of the region
and the timing of geologic events, development of biological communities, interactions between
paleobotanical and paleozoological biotas, geographic restrictions of past biota and unusual or
spectacular circumstances in the history of life.

Table ES.6-1 summarizes the direct adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build and No Action
Alternatives on paleontological resources in terms of the number of formations, by sensitivity,
which would be impacted by each Altemmative. During construction, there is potential for the
destruction of fossils (non-renewable, limited resources), damage to fossils during grading,
destruction of rock units (non-renewable, limited resources) in the study area, loss of contextual
data associated with fossils and loss of associations between fossils. During operations, potential
indirect adverse impacts are associated with the provision of access to currently inaccessible
areas of Orange County, thereby increasing human presence and potential for damage to
paleontological resources and/or unauthonzed collecting of resources.

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives Related to Paleontological Resources

The No Action Alternatives would not result in adverse impacts related to paleontological
resources because these Alternatives would not result in construction or implementation of any
SOCTIIP infrastructure improvements in the study area.

Cumulative Impacts Related to Paleontological Resources

The destruction of fossils and geologic rock units under the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would
contribute to a cumulative adverse impact because these non-renewable records of ancient life
would become permanently unavailable. In assessing cumulative impacts, the quantity of native
rock and fossils already unavailable for study in Orange County due to existing development was
considered in conjunction with proposed cumulative projects in the area. The SOCTIIP build
Alternatives, when considered with other cumulative projects, would contribute to a cumulative
adverse impact on paleontological resources in the area. However, because the contribution of
the SOCTIIP build Alternatives to this cumulative impact would be very small and would be
partially mitigated, the incremental contribution of the SOCTIIP Alternatives after mitigation
would not substantially increase the total cumulative adverse impact on paleontological
resources in Orange County.
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ES.6.17.2 Mitigation Measures Related to Paleontological Resources

Mitigation measures P-1 to P-3 to reduce the adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives
related to paleontological resources require:

P-1  An Orange County Certified (OCC) Paleontologist will be retained to conduct pregrading
salvage of any significant exposed fossils prior to construction.

P-2 An OCC Paleontologist shall be retained to establish procedures for monitoring during
grading.

P-3  Construction monitoring will be conducted during all construction activities which
involve soil disturbance.

ES.6.17.3 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation
Related to Paleontological Resources

None of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in adverse impacts related to
paleontological resources which cannot be fully mitigated. Therefore, there would be no
significant adverse impacts to paleontological resources under CEQA as a result of the SOCTIIP
build Alternatives.

ES.6.18 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO HISTORIC AND ARCHEOLOGICAL
RESOURCES

This Section summarizes the potential beneficial effects and adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP
alternatives related to historic and archeological resources. Section 4.23 (Affected Environment,
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Historic and Archeological Resources) in the
EIS/SEIR descnibes the existing conditions, study area and methodology, impacts analysis and
mitigation measures related to these resources in detail. These potential impacts are summarized
in Table ES.6-1.

ES.6.18.1 Adverse Impacts Related to Historic and Archeological Resources

Potential impacts on archeological resources include damage or destruction of resources during
construction. In the long term, improved public access to the study area could result in adverse
impacts on archeological resources associated with vandalism and unauthorized resource
collecting. Table ES.6-1 summarizes the potential for adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build
Alternatives on archeological resources in terms of the total number of archeological resources
potentially impacted by each Alternative.

Potential impacts on historic resources include damage or destruction of the resource during
construction. In the long term, improved public access to the study area could result in adverse
impacts on historic resources associated with vandalism and unauthorized resource collecting.
Table ES.6-1 summanizes the potential impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives on historic
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resources, in terms of the total number of archeological resources potentially impacted by each
Alternative.

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives

The No Action Alternatives would not result in adverse impacts on historic and archeological
resources because they do not propose any construction or implementation of SOCTIIP
infrastructure improvements in the study area.

Cumulative Adverse Impacts on Historic and Archeological Resources

The SOCTIIP build Alternatives would contribute to cumulative adverse impacts on historic and
archeological resources when considered with the adverse cultural resources impacts of other
cumulative projects in the study area.

ES.6.18.2 Mitigation Measures Related to Historic and Archeological Resources

Mitigation measures AR-1 to AR-4 to reduce the adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build
Alternatives related to archeological resources require:

AR-1 Prior to construction, conduct subsurface test level investigations of sites potentially
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.

AR-2 Prior to construction, conduct data recovery of archeological resources in the construction
area.

AR-3 Prior to construction, acquire the services of an archeologist and prepare a monitoring
plan for implementation during construction.

AR-4 Investigate design options in the vicinity of the Village of Panhe which could assist in
reducing impacts to this resource.

Mitigation measures HR-1 to HR-5 to reduce the adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build
Alternatives related to historic resources require:

HR-1 Recordation of National Register of Historic Places eligible or listed historic resources to
the Historic Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering Record standards.

HR-2 Create a local display of the history and construction of historic resources removed by the
SOCTIIP build Alternative.

HR-3 Create a website to provide information on historic resources removed by the SOCTIIP
build Alternative.

HR-4 Salvage historical elements or fittings for either reuse or display.
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HR-5 Mitigate impacts on resources that are retained, consistent with The Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings.

ES.6.18.3 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation
Related to Historic and Archeological Resources

The archaeological and historic resources identified in the disturbance limits are considered to be
potentially substantially adversely impacted by implementation of the SOCTHP build
Alternatives. All the SOCTIIP build Alternatives are assumed to result in potentially substantial
adverse impacts related to archaeological and historic resources that cannot be fully mitigated.
As a result, all the SOCTIIP build Alternatives are assumed to result in potentially significant
adverse impacts under CEQA related to archaeological and historic resources that cannot be
mitigated to below a level of significance.

ES.6.19 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES

Pursuant to Section 4(f) of the United States Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S.C.
303(c)), the Secretary of Transportation may approve a transportation program or project which:

“requirfes] the use of publicly owned land of a public park, recreation area, or
wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, State, or local significance, or land of
an historic site of national, State, or local significance (as determined by the
Federal, State, or local officials having jurisdiction over the park, area, refuge, or
site) only 1f:
(1) there 1s no prudent and feasible alternative to using that land; and
(2) the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm
to the park, recreation area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic
site resulting from the use.”

The regulations interpreting Section 4(f) state that “... [a]ny use of lands from a Section 4(f)
property shall be evaluated early in the development of the action when alternatives to the
proposed action are under study” (23 C.F.R. 771.135(b)). Use of a Section 4(f) property occurs
“(i) When land is permanently incorporated into a transportation project (i1) When there is a
temporary occupancy of land that is substantial in terms of Section 4(f) preservationist
purposes... or (iii)) When there is a constructive use of the land. Constructive use occurs when
the transportation project does not incorporate land from a section 4(f) resource, but the project's
proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify a
resource for protection under section 4(f) are substantially impaired. Substantial impairment
occurs only when the protected activities, features or attributes of the resource are substantially
diminished.”(23 C.F.R. 771.135(p)). Section 4(f) applies to historic properties and archeological
resources only when the resource 1s included on, or eligible for, the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP). Section 4(f) applies to NRHP eligible and listed archeological sites when those
resources are important for preservation in place (23 C.F.R. 771.135(g)(2)).
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As summarized in Table ES.6-1, the FEC-W and FEC-M Alternatives will result in the use of
parts of the following Section 4(f) recreation resources: San Onofre State Beach (SOSB) and the
proposed San Juan Creek Regional Park, San Juan Creek Trail and Cristianitos Trail. These
Alternatives may result in the use of one NRHP eligible historic resource and four potentially
cligible archeological sites.

The A7C-FEC-M Alternatives will result in the use of parts of the following Section 4(f)
recreation resources: San Onofre State Beach (SOSB) and the proposed San Juan Creek Regional
Park and San Juan Creek Trail. These Alternatives may result in the use of one NRHP eligible
historic resource and four potentially eligible archeological sites.

The CC Alternatives will result in the use of parts of the following Section 4(f) recreation
resources: San Juan Capistrano Open Space and Trails, Ole Hanson Elementary School Sports
Fields, San Clemente High School Sports Fields, San Clemente State Beach, SOSB and the
proposed San Juan Creek Regional Park, San Juan Creek Trail extension and Prima Deshecha
Trail extension. The CC Alternatives may result in the use of one NRHP listed and seven NRHP
eligible historic resources and four potentially eligible archeological sites.

The CC-ALPV Alternatives will result in the usc of parts of the following Section 4(f) recreation
resources: San Juan Capistrano Open Space and Trails and the proposed San Juan Creek
Regional Park, San Juan Creek Trail extension and Prima Deshecha Trail extension. These
Alternatives may result in the use of four potentially NRHP eli gible archeological sites.

The A7C-ALPV Alternatives will result in the use of parts of the following Section 4(f)
recreation resources: proposed San Juan Creek Regional Park, San Juan Creek Trail extension
and Prima Deshecha Trail extension. These Alternatives may result in the use of four potentially
NRHP eligible archeological sites.

The AIO Alternative will result in the use of parts of the following Section 4(f) recreation
resources: Las Flores Elementary School Sports Fields, San Juan Capistrano Open Space and
Trails, the proposed San Juan Creek Regional Park, San Juan Creek Trail extension, San Juan
High School Sports Fields and Prima Deshecha Trail. The AIO Alternative may result in the use
of three potentially NRHP eligible archeological sites.

The I-5 Alternative will result in the use of parts of 16 Section 4(f) recreation resources, one
NRHP listed and seven NRHP eligible historic resources, and one potentially NRHP eligible
archeological site.

ES.6.20 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO OTHER PARAMETERS

The EIS/SEIR evaluated the potential impacts of the SOCTIIP alternatives related to several
other parameters which are summarized in Table ES.6-1 and are described briefly in this Section.
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ES.6.20.1 Summary of Impacts Related to Farmland

This Section summarizes the potential beneficial effects and adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP
alternatives related to farmland. Section 4.3 (Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation
Measures Related to Farmland) in the EIS/SEIR describes the existing conditions, study area and
methodology, impacts analysis and mitigation measures related to these resources in detail.

Adverse Impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives Related to Farmland

Impacts to farmland are defined as either impacts to rated agricultural resources or agricultural
preserves. Rated agricultural resources are lands categorized on the California Important
Farmland Map as Prime, Unique or of Statewide Importance. Agricultural preserves are lands
that have been limited to open space or agricultural uses by the land owner in order to receive
property tax reductions on the land. All the SOCTIIP build Alternatives except the I-5
Alternative would result in substantial adverse impacts to farmland.

The No Action Alternatives would not result in adverse impacts to agricultural soils and
resources because these Alternatives do not propose construction or implementation of any

SOCTIIP infrastructure improvements in the study area.

Cumulative Adverse Impacts Related to Farmland

Some of the last remaining agricultural resources in Orange County are in the SOCTIIP study
area on RMV. In addition, agricultural activities are conducted on several leased parcels on
MCB Camp Pendleton. Agricultural soils are an irretrievable non-renewable resource and
conversion of these lands to non-agricultural uses would contribute to an increasing cumulative
loss of this resource as a result of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives and other cumulative projects
in the area. All the SOCTIIP build Alternatives except the I-5 Alternative would contribute to
cumulative adverse impacts on agricultural resources in southern California because these
Alternatives all cross the RMV and would result in the permanent use of agricultural land for
road purposes. The No Action and I-5 Alternatives do not propose any SOCTIIP improvements
on RMV and would not contribute to adverse impacts related to agricultural resources.

Mitigation Measures and Commitments Related to Farmland

Mitigation measures AG-1 to AG-3 to reduce adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives
related to farmland and agricultural resources require:

AG-1 Finalize the realignment of ranch access roads on RMV during final design of the
selected Alternative.

AG-2 Relocation of any corrals and/or windmills in the disturbance limits prior to construction.

AG-3 Provision of all weather access to the existing agricultural operations on Camp Pendleton.
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The following commitment is an additional action intended to coordinate construction with
ongoing agricultural operations on RMV during construction:

AGC-1Notification to existing operations on RMV prior to the initiation of construction.

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation Related to
Farmland

The FEC-M, FEC-W, CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-FEC-M, A7C-ALPV and AIO Alternatives would
result in adverse impacts related to farmland which cannot be fully mitigated. For these
Alternatives, the unavoidable adverse impacts following mitigation would be related to the
conversion of farmland to a non-agricultural use, conflicts with zoning for agricultural use or
Williamson Act contract and/or changes in the environment which could result in conversion of
farmland to a non-agricultural use. These impacts would be significant and adverse under
CEQA. The I-5 and No Action Alternatives would not result in adverse impacts related to
agricultural resources. :

ES.6.20.2 Summary of Impacts Related to Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

This Section summarizes the potential beneficial effects and adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP
alternatives related to pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Section 4.5 (Affected Environment,
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities) in the EIS/SEIR
describes the existing conditions, study area and methodology, impacts analysis and mitigation
measures related to these facilities in detail.

Adverse Impacts Related to Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Temporary trail, bikeway and sidewalk closures as a result of construction of the SOCTIIP build
Alternatives are listed in Table ES.6-1. Trail, bikeway and sidewalk closures are necessary when
access cannot be accommodated during construction without jeopardizing public safety. All the
SOCTIIP build Alternatives would also result in permanent acquisition along certain trails. In
addition, they would result in temporary air quality impacts during construction on trails. All the
SOCTIIP corridor Alternatives result in permanent visual impacts on trails. Three proposed
regional trails would be crossed by some of the alignments of the SOCTIIP corridor Alternatives.
The proposed San Juan Creek Trail extension, proposed Cristianitos Trail and proposed Prima
Deshecha Trails are regional riding and hiking trails shown in the County of Orange Master Plan
of Regional Riding and Hiking Trails and in the County of Orange General Plan. Because these
trails are proposed and no specific alignments have been identified for these trails, it is not
possible to identify site specific impacts of the SOCTIIP corridor Alternatives on these trails.
However, any permanent impacts which would divide a trail and create a barrier towards
continuous travel on the trail would be an adverse impact.

As shown in Table ES.6-1, some existing and proposed trails may experience short term adverse
air quality impacts during construction of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives.

F:\PROJ-ENVISOCTIIP Screencheck 11 SSA\Executive Summary.doc ES-106
April 26, 2004



SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR Executive Summary

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives Related to Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

The No Action Alternatives would not impact pedestrian and bicycle facilities because they do
not propose construction or implementation of any SOCTIIP infrastructure improvements.

Cumulative Impacts Related to Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities

Because the trail system has been affected in the past by other uses which affect the continuity of
the trail system, adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives without mitigation would be
considered to contribute to a cumulative adverse impact on trail continuity in south Orange
County. Accommodation for trail crossings is included in the mitigation for the SOCTIIP build
Alternatives which cross proposed and existing trails. Because the SOCTIIP build Alternatives
include provisions to accommodate trails, they would not result in cumulative adverse impacts to
pedestrian and bicycle facilities.

Mitigation Measures Related to Pedestrian and Bikeway Facilities

Mitigation Measures R-1 to R-5 to reduce adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives
related to pedestrian and bicycle facilities require:

R-1  Design refinement to avoid the temporary occupancy and/or permanent acquisition of
recreation resources property.

R-2  Consult with the property owner/operator of recreation resources temporarily occupied or
permanently acquired by a build alternative; identify and implement opportunities to
protect recreation resources in place; identify and implement opportunities to replace lost
recreation facilities within the existing recreation property; and combine compensation
and protection/modification of affected recreation resources to comply with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance Act and Real Property Acquisition Act.

R-3  Negotiate with the owner/operator whose recreation facilities will be permanently
acquired to determine appropriate action and/or compensation to mitigate for the
permanent acquisition.

R-4  Negotiate with the owner/operator whose recreation facilities will be temporarily
removed during construction to determine appropriate action and or compensation to
mitigate for the temporary use.

R-5  During final design, accommodate planned lateral Class I and existing and planned Class
Il bicycle trails, as well as hiking and equestrian trails at master planned locations across
the road alignments.
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Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation Related to
Pedestrian and Bikeway Facilities

Long term impacts to bicycle and pedestrian facilities include permanent visual impacts to vistas
along trails and permanent acquisition of trails. No long term impacts are anticipated to occur at
on-road pedestrian and bicycle facilities because these facilities occur along roads that would be
provided either underpasses or overpasses during operation of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives.
The facilities are adjacent to roads and already have noise and air quality impacts and obstructed
views. Therefore, no adverse air quality, noise or visual impacts to on-road pedestrian and
bicycle facilities are anticipated to occur. Therefore, there would be no significant adverse
impacts under CEQA related to pedestrian and bicycle facilities after mitigation, except for
visual impacts to vistas along trails and permanent acquisition of trails.

ES.6.20.3 Summary of Impacts Related to Wild and Scenic Rivers

There are no wild and scenic rivers in the SOCTIIP study area. Therefore, the SOCTIIP
Alternatives would not result in any impacts on wild and scenic rivers. Section 4.13 (Affected
Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Wild and Scenic Rivers) in the
EIS/SEIR describes the existing conditions, study area and methodology, impacts analysis and
mitigation measures related to wild and scenic nivers in detail.

ES.6.20.4 Summary of Impacts Related to Coastal Barriers

There are no coastal barriers in the SOCTIIP study area. Therefore, the SOCTIIP Alternatives
would not result in any impacts to coastal barriers.  Section 4.14 (Affected Environment,
Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Coastal Barriers) in the EIS/SEIR describes the
existing conditions, study area and methodology, impacts analysis and mitigation measures
related to coastal barriers in detail.

ES.6.20.5 Summary of Impacts Related to the Coastal Zone
This Section summarizes the potential adverse impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives related to
the Coastal Zone. Section 4.15 (Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Related to the Coastal Zone) in the EIS/SEIR describes the existing conditions, study area and
methodology, impacts analysis and mitigation measures related to the Coastal Zone in detail.

Impacts Related to the Coastal Zone

The FEC-W, FEC-M, CC, A7C-FEC-M and I-5 Alternatives are in the coastal zone and may
require a CDP (California) and a consistency certification, pursuant to the California Coastal
Management Program (CCMP) (Federal). The CC-ALPV, A7C-ALPV, AIO and the No Action
Alternatives would not require a CDP because they are not in the coastal zone. If a SOCTIIP
build Alternative in the coastal zone is selected for implementation, a CDP application would be
submitted to the CCC. The CDP would address coastal zone concerns including biological,
cultural and paleontological resources and visual impacts based on impacts and mitigation
identified in this EIS/SEIR for the selected alternative.
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The CCC’s concerns involve environmentally sensitive habitat areas, alterations of rivers or
streams, fish and wildlife resources, wetland areas, archaeological or paleontological resources,
and visual qualities. These parameters and potential cumulative impacts of the SOCTIIP build
Alternatives and other project related to these parameters are discussed elsewhere in this
Executive Summary, under biological, cultural, paleontological and visual resources.

Impacts of the No Action Alternatives Related to the Coastal Zone

The No Action Alternatives would not result in any impacts related to the coastal zone because
these Alternatives do not propose any construction or implementation of any SOCTIIP
infrastructure improvements in or near the coastal zone in the study area.

Cumulative Adverse Impacts Related to the Coastal Zone

Part of the southernmost area of the SOCTIIP study area is in the coastal zone. Development in
the Coastal Zone would require a CDP. Each proposed project in the coastal zone is evaluated
on its individual merits by the CCC. Therefore, the SOCTIIP build Alternatives have no
cumulative impacts on the coastal zone. However, potential cumulative impacts relating to the
other environmental parameters are discussed in those relevant sections of this Executive

Summary.
ES.6.20.6 Summary of Impacts Related to Energy

This Section summarizes the potential impacts of the SOCTIIP Alternatives related to energy.
Section 4.19 (Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to Energy) in the
EIS/SEIR describes the existing conditions, study area and methodology, impacts analysis and
mitigation measures related to energy in detail.

Long Term Impacts Related to Energy

The SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in either very minor increases or very minor
decreases m the demand for energy for vehicle travel, depending on the specific background land
use and circulation system assumptions. The SOCTIIP build Alternatives would not result in a
substantial change in the demand for energy during operations compared to the No Action
Alternatives, with changes of substantially less than one percent on an annual basis. Therefore,
operation of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would not result in adverse impacts on energy
consumption.

Construction Impacts Related to Energy

During construction of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives, energy would be used for the
construction of the road, structures and materials. The use of energy for the construction of the
build Alternatives would be a short term adverse impact on energy resources. However, it would
represent only a very small percent of the total energy consumed in the region during the
construction period and, therefore, is not anticipated to result in adverse impacts on the overall
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supply of and demand for energy during the construction of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives.
The No Action Alternatives would not result in the construction or implementation of any
SOCTIIP improvements and, therefore, would not result in short term demand for energy
resources associated with construction.

Mitigation Measures Related to Energy

No mitigation measures related to energy are proposed because the change in energy
consumption under the SOCTIIP build Alternatives compared to the No Action Alternatives is
substantially less than one percent on an annual basis.

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation Related to
Energy

The use of energy for the construction of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would be a short term
adverse impact on energy resources but would represent only a minor percent of the total energy
consumed in the region during the construction period. Therefore, this is not an adverse impact
during the construction of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives.

Some SOCTIIP build Alternatives would result in an increase to VMT and energy consumption
compared to the No Action Alternative. The change in energy consumption under the build
Alternatives compared to the No Action Alternatives is substantially less than one percent on an
annual basis and, therefore, operation for the SOCTIIP build Alternatives would not result in
adverse impacts on energy consumption.

The SOCTIIP build Alternatives would not result in significant adverse impacts under CEQA
related to energy.

ES.6.20.7 Summary of Impacts Related to Mineral Resources
This Section summarizes the potential impacts of the SOCTIIP alternatives related to mineral
resources. Section 4.22 (Affected Environment, Impacts and Mitigation Measures Related to

Mineral Resources) in the EIS/SEIR describes the existing conditions, study area and
methodology, impacts analysis and mitigation measures related to these resources in detail.

Adverse Impacts Related to Mineral Resources

The FEC-W, FEC-M, CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-ALPV and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives would result
in a slight reduction in the area from which mineral resources can be extracted. This 1mpact can
be substantially mitigated for all the build Alternatives. The AIO and I-5 Alternatives would not
result in any adverse impacts on mineral resources or the ability to extract mineral resources in
the study area.
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Impacts of the No Action Alternatives Related to Mineral Resources

The No Action Alternatives would not result in adverse impacts related to mineral resources
because these Alternatives do not propose construction or implementation of SOCTIIP
infrastructure improvements in the study area.

Cumulative Impacts Related to Mineral Resources

The FEC-W, FEC-M, CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-ALPV and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives and other
cumulative projects in the area would result in a cumulative adverse impact related to the
reduction in the areas from which mineral resources can be extracted. The AIO and I-5
Alternatives would not result in any adverse impacts on mineral resources or the ability to extract
mineral resources in the study area and, therefore, would not contribute to cumulative adverse
impacts related to mineral resources.

Mitigation Measures Related to Mineral Resources

Mitigation for this impact is provided by compliance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance
and Real Property Acquisition Polices Act of 1970. Refer to measure SE-2 (Property
Acquisition and Relocation Assistance) in Section ES.6.6.3.

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and CEQA Level of Significance After Mitigation Related to
Mineral Resources

The FEC-W, FEC-M, CC, CC-ALPV, A7C-ALPV and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives impact
mineral resources in the San Juan Creek by reducing, by a minimal amount, the availability of
those resources. None of these Alternatives would result in adverse impacts related to mineral
resources which cannot be fully mitigated. The AIO, I-5 and No Action Alternatives would not
result in adverse impacts on mineral resources.

There would be no significant adverse impacts after mitigation under CEQA related to mineral
resources as a result of the SOCTIIP build Alternatives.
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TABLE ES.6-1
SUMMARY OF ADVERSE IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION

Impacts | FEC-M | FEC-W | CC ] CC-ALPV | A7C-FEC-M | ATC-ALPV l AlO | I-5 | No Action
SUMMARY OF TRAFFIC IMPACTS
Operations: intersections, 33 locations (21 33 locations (21 32 locations (20 18 locations (12 32 locations (20 18 locations (12 Six locations (five 38 locations (19 Not applicable.
freeway segments and intersections, six intersections, six intersections, six freeway intersections, three intersections, six intersections, three intersections anc one intersections, 10
ramps which experience freeway segments and freeway segments and segments and six ramps). freeway segments and freeway segments and freeway segments and ramp). freeway segments and
peak hour beneficial Six ramps). Six ramps). three ramps). SiX ramps). three ramps). nine ramps).
effects [1].
Operations: direct adverse | None. None. One intersection and two Seven intersections and | None. Seven intersections and | 15 intersections and 12 intersections and Not applicable.
peak hour impacts to ramps. three ramps. three ramps. nine ramps. seven ramps.

intersections and ramps

[1].

Operations: indirect One I-5 ramp One I-5 ramp One I-5 ramp intersection | One I-5 ramp One I-5 ramp One I-5 ramp One I-5 ramp. None. NA
adverse peak hour impacts | intersection and five [-5 | intersection and five I-5 | and four I-5 ramps. intersection and three I- | intersection and five I-5 | intersection and three

to I-5 ramps and ramps. ramps. 5 ramps. ramps. I-5 ramps.

intersections [1].

Construction: short term Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. No.

adverse construction
impacts on the circulation

system.
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO WETLANDS AND WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES
Construction: filling of Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable.
WoUS and wetlands
Construction: direct and Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable.

indirect: indirect impacts
(water quality, changes in
runoff volumes/velocity).

Operations: impacts (water | No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No.
quality, changes in runoff
volume/velocity).
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO WILDLIFE, FISHERIES AND VEGETATION |2]
Temporary and permanent | Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable.
loss of plant communities.
Loss of sensitive plant Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable.
species.
Wildlife habitat loss and Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable.
fragmentation.
Impacts to wildlife Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable.
corridors.
Construction: indirect Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable.
impacts on plant
communities.
Construction and Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable.
operations: indirect
impacts on wildlife.
(1] Compared to the No Action Alternatives.
2] Refer also to Tables ES.6-9 to ES.6-13.
FAPROJ-ENV\SOCTIIP Screencheck I SSA\l ] x 17 Tables\Executive Summan~\Table ES.6-1.doc ES-116

April 26, 2004



Executive Summary

SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR B o L .
TABLE ES.6-1
SUMMARY OF ADVERSE IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION
Impacts ] FEC-M | FEC-W | CC | CC-ALPV [ ATC-FEC-M l A7C-ALPV [ AIO [ -5 No Action
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES |3]
Direct and indirect impacts | Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable.
to thread leaved brodiaea,
San Diego fairy shrimp,
Riverside fairy shrimp,
tidewater goby, southern
steelhead trout, arroyo
toad, least Bell’s vireo,
California gnatcatcher and
pacific pocket mouse.
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO WATER QUALITY
Construction Impacts With implementation of | With the With the implementation With the With the With the With the With the No adverse impacts
the Storm Water impiementation of the of the SWMP and SWPPP | implementation of the implementation of the implementation of the implementation of the implementation of the assuming other projects
Management Plan SWMP and SWPPP there is minimal potential | SWMP and SWPPP SWMP and SWPPP SWMP and SWPPP SWMP and SWPPP SWMP and SWPPP developed include
(SWMP) and Storm there 1s minimal for substantive adverse there is minimal there is minimal there is minimal there is minimal there is minimal similar water quality
Water Pollution potential for substantive | impacts during potential for substantive | potential for substantive | potential for substantive | potential for substantive potential for substantive | protection assurance.
Prevention Plan adverse impacts during construction. adverse impacts during adverse impacts during adverse impacts during adverse impacts during adverse impacts during
(SWPPP) there is construction. construction. construction. construction. construction. construction.
minimal potential for
substantive adverse
impacts during
construction.
Erosion/Sedimentation No adverse impacts. No adverse tmpacts. Adverse impact at Cafiada | Adverse impact at No adverse impacts. Adverse impact at No adverse impacts. No adverse impacts. No adverse impacts
Chiquita and Segunda Caifiada Chiquita and Cafada Chiquita. assuming other projects
Deshecha Caifiada. Segunda Deshecha developed include
Caiiada. similar water quality

protection assurances.

Surface Water Quality

No adverse impacts
with full
implementation of
Project Design Features
(PDFs).

No adverse impacts No adverse impacts with

with full full implementation of
implementation of PDFs.
PDFs.

No adverse impacts
with full
implementation of
PDFs.

No adverse impacts
with full
implementation of
PDFs.

No adverse impacts
with full
implementation of
PDFs.

No adverse impacts
with full
implementation of
PDFs.

No adverse impacts
with full
implementation of
PDFs.

No adverse impacts
assumning other projects
developed include
similar water quality
protection assurances.

No adverse impacts.

No adverse impacts. No adverse impacts.

No adverse impacts.

No adverse impacts.

No adverse impacts.

No adverse impacts.

No adverse impacts.

No adverse impacts.

Groundwater Quality

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO

SOCIOECONOMICS, ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE AND GROWTH INDUCEMENT

Congestion relief and
economic benefits.

Long term congestion
relief (20,000 hours of
vehicle travel time per
day in 2025) resulting
in economic benefits in
terms of the value of
time saved and
increased economic
activity from improved
mobility for people,
goods and services.
Beneficial.

Long term congestion Long term congestion

relief (20,000 hours of relief (18,000 hours of
vehicle travel time per vehicle travel time per day
day in 2025) resulting in 2025) resulting in

economic benefits in terms
of the value of time saved
and increased economic
activity from improved
mobility for people, goods
and services. Beneficial.

in economic benefits in
terms of the value of
time saved and
increased economic
activity from improved
mobility for people,
goods and services.
Beneficial.

Long term congestion
relief (8,000 hours of
vehicle travel time per
day in 2025) resulting
in economic benefits in
terms of the value of
time saved and
increased economic
activity from improved
mobility for people,
goods and services.
Beneficial.

Long term congestion
relief (21,000 hours of
vehicle travel time per
day in 2025) resulting
In economic benefits in
terms of the value of
time saved and
increased economic
activity from improved
mobility for people,
goods and services.
Beneficial.

Long term congestion
relief (8,000 hours of
vehicle travel time per
day in 2025) resulting
in economic benefits in
terms of the value of
time saved and
increased economic
activity from improved
mobility for people,
goods and services.
Beneficial.

Long term congestion
relief (5,000 hours of
vehicle travel time per
day in 2025) resulting
in economic benefits in
terms of the value of
time saved and
increased economic
activity from improved
mobility for people,
goods and services.
Beneficial.

Long term congestion
relief (20,000 hours of
vehicle travel time per
day in 2025) resulting
in economic benefits in
terms of the value of
time saved and
increased economic
activity from improved
mobility for people,
goods and services.
Beneficial.

Foregone long term
congestion relief
(ranging from 5,000 to
21,000 hours of vehicle
travel time per day in
2025 compared to Build
Alternatives) and
resulting economic
benefits in terms of the
value of time saved and
increased econormic
activity from improved
mobility for people,
goods and services.
Adverse.

(3]

Refer also to Table ES.7-14.
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Executive Summary

SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR
TABLE ES.6-1
SUMMARY OF ADVERSE IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION
Impacts FEC-M FEC-W CC CC-ALPV A7C-FEC-M AT7C-ALPV AlIO 1-5 No Action
Agricultural operations Two One Three Three 0 0 Two 0 0
displaced.
Residential units displaced. | 0 0 593 () 2 0 80 (I) 263 838 0
602 (U) 14 (U) 92 ()
Residents displaced. 0 0 1,380 (I) 7 (I) 0 256 () 827 1,970 0
1,405 (U) 44 (U) 293 (U)
Businesses, institutional 0 0 106 (I and U) 0 0 0 17 382 0
and non-profit uses
displaced.
Employees displaced. 0 0 1,100 0 0 0 200 4,150 0
Reduction in tax revenues. | Yes. Minor impact. Yes. Minor impact. Yes. Substantial adverse Yes. Minor impact. Yes. Minor impact. Yes. Minor impact. Yes. Minor impact. Yes. Substantial NA
impact in San Clemente. adverse impact in
Mission Viejo, San Juan
Capistrano and San
Clemente.
Construction jobs. 19,000 (I) 17,000 () 23,000 (I) 15,000 (1) 17,000 (1) 28,000 (I) 11,000 43,000 0
23,000 (U) 21,000 (U) 31,000 (U) 18,000 (U) 21,000 (U) 30,000 (U)
Impacts environmental No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No.
Justice population.
Affects community No. No. Yes; Talega Planned No. No. Yes; Talega Planned No. Yes; Dana Point, No.
coheston/division. Community and San Community Laguna Hills, Laguna
Clemente. Niguel, Lake Forest,
San Clemente, San Juan
Capistrano.
Capacity impacts at Prima | No. No. Yes. Yes. No. Yes. Yes. No. No.

Deshecha landfill.

Potential to induce or
facilitate growth.

Yes; relatively greater
potential to facilitate

Yes; relatively greater
potential to facilitate

Yes; relatively greater
potential to facilitate

Yes; relatively greater
potential to facilitate

Yes; relatively greater
potential to facilitate

Yes; relatively greater
potential to facilitate

Yes; relatively greater
potential to facilitate

Yes; relatively lower
potential to facilitate

Yes; relatively lower
potential to facilitate

growth because growth because growth because alignment | growth because growth because growth because growth because growth because growth because
alignment passes alignment passes passes through alignment passes alignment passes alignment passes alignment passes alignment passes alignments of existing
through undeveloped through undeveloped undeveloped areas. through undeveloped through undeveloped through undeveloped through undeveloped primarily through and MPAH roads pass
areas. areas. areas. areas. areas. areas. developed areas. primarily through
developed areas.
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO AIR QUALITY

Operations: exceedences Yes: NO,. Yes: NO,. Yes: NO,. Yes: NO,. Yes: NO,. Yes: NO,. Yes: NO,. Yes: NO,. Yes: ROG, CO

of SCAQMD thresholds.

Construction: exceedences | Yes: CO, HC, NO, and | Yes: CO, HC, NO, and | Yes: CO, HC, NO, and Yes: CO, HC,NO, and | Yes: CO, HC,NO, and | Yes: CO, HC,NO,and | Yes: CO, HC,NO, and | Yes: CO, HC, NO,and | No applicable.

of SCAQMD thresholds. PM,,. PM . PM,,. PMo. PM,. PMyq. PMy,. PM,,.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

RELATED TO NOISE

Operations: number of
residences impacted before
and after mitigation. (x/x)

50/1

50/1

290/0

30/0

120/1

65/0

0/0

775/225

585/Not applicable.

Operations: number of
businesses impacted before
and after mitigation. (x/x)

0/0

0/0

1/0

0/0

0/0

0/0

0/0

5/0

8/not applicable.

Operations: number of
schools impacted before
and after mutigation. (x/x)

2/0

2/0

4/0

1/0

2/0

1/0

1/0

8/0

9/not applicable.
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SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR
TABLE ES.6-1
SUMMARY OF ADVERSE IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION
Impacts FEC-M FEC-W CC CC-ALPV ATC-FEC-M A7C-ALPV AlO I-5 No Action
Operations: number of 2/0 2/0 0/0 0/0 2/0 0/0 0/0 4/1 2/not applicable.
parks impacted before and
after mitigation. (x/x)
Construction: pile driving | Yes. Yes. Yes. No. Yes. No. No. Yes. Not applicable.
at night.
Construction: general Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable.
construction notse.
Construction: haul route Possible. Possible. Possible. Possible. Possible. Possible. Possible. Possible. Not applicable.
traffic noise.
Construction: nighttime No. No. No. No. No. No. No. Yes. Not applicable.
demolition.
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED MILITARY USES AND CAMP PENDLETON
Construction: special use Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable. Yes. Not applicable. Not applicable. Yes. Not applicable.
airspace.
Construction; aviation Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable. Yes. Not applicable. Not applicable. Yes. Not applicable.
training activities.
Construction: ground and | Yes. Yes. No. Not applicable. Yes. Not applicable. Not applicable. No. Not applicable.
amphibious training.
Construction: land use. Yes. Yes. No. Not applicable. Yes. Not applicable. Not applicable. No. Not applicable.
Construction: security. Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable. Yes. Not applicable. Not applicable. Yes. Not applicable.
Operations: special use No. No. No. Not applicable. No. Not applicable. Not applicable. No. Not applicable.
airspace.
Operations: aviation Yes. Yes. No. Not applicable. Yes. Not applicable. Not applicable. No. Not applicable.
training activities.
Operations: ground and Yes. Yes. No. Not applicable. Yes. Not applicable. Not applicable. No. Not applicable.
amphibious training.
Operations: land use. Yes. Yes. No. Not applicable. Yes. Not applicable. Not applicable. No. Not applicable.
Operations: security. Yes. Yes. No. Not applicable. Yes. Not applicable. Not applicable. Yes Not applicable.
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO VISUAL RESOURCES
Construction: short term Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
adverse visual impacts
during construction.
Light and Glare: increase Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
in light and glare.
Visual Quality: reduction 17 locations 18 locations 15 locations 12 locations 18 locations 15 locations 3 locations Blockage of some ocean | No
in visual quality. views by soundwalls.
View Quality: reduction in | 1 view 2 views 1 view 1 view 3 views 3 views No No No
quality of regionally (Positive impact on 1
outstanding views. view)
Community Character: Conflicts with policies Conflicts with policies Conflicts with policies of | Conflicts with policies Conflicts with policies Conflicts with policies Conflicts with policies No No
removal of community of three jurisdictions of four jurisdictions two jurisdictions. of one jurisdiction. of four jurisdictions. of one jurisdiction. of one jurisdiction.
elements/landmarks or Divides two communities. | Divides one Partially eliminates one
conflict with community community. community element.
goals and policies or Physically divides one
physical division of a community.
community.
ES-119
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SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR
TABLE ES.6-1
SUMMARY OF ADVERSE IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION
Impacts | FEC-M FEC-W cC l CC-ALPV | A7C-FEC-M | A7C-ALPV l AIO 1-5 } No Action
SUMMARY OF LAND USE IMPACTS
Impacts on existing and Yes — County of Yes - County of Yes — County of Orange Yes — County of Orange | Yes — County of Yes — County of Orange | Yes — County of Orange | Yes — County of No.
planned land uses. Orange, RMV and Orange, RMV and and San Clemente. and San Clemente. Orange, RMV and and San Clemente. and San Clemente. Orange, Irvine, Lake
SOSB. SOSB. SOSB. Forest, Laguna Hills,
Laguna Woods, Mission
Viejo, Laguna Niguel,
San Juan Capistrano,
Dana Point and San
Clemente.
Divides existing No No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No NA
communities.
Total hectares (acres) of I: 417 (1,031) I: 427 (1,056) I: 395 (976) I: 244 (597) 1: 432 (1,067) I: 351 (867) 177 (436) 506 (1,247) 0(0)
land permanently used for | U: 467 (1,156) U 443 (1,097) U: 460 (1,138) U: 310 (764) U: 487 (1,207) U: 398 (983)
Alternative.
Total hectares (acres) of I: 488 (1,206) I: 467 (1,155) I: 488 (1,206) 1: 329 (813) I: 511 (263) I: 374 (918) 255 (630) 506 (1,250) 0(0)
land temporarily occupied | U: 519 (1,282) U: 489 (1,208) U: 527 (1,305) U: 371 (919) U: 531 (1,314) U: 429 (1,061)
during construction.
Consistent with adopted Yes. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No
land use plans.
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO RECREATION RESOURCES
Construction: number of Nine existing. Nine existing. 12 existing. Three existing. Nine existing. Four existing. Two existing. 44 existing. 0
resources affected by
construction noise impacts.
Construction: number of Three existing. Three existing. Five existing. One existing. Three existing. Two existing. Four existing. 14 existing. 0
resources affected by One proposed. One proposed. Three proposed. Two proposed. One proposed. Two proposed. Three proposed. Four proposed.
construction air quality
impacts.
Construction: number of Three existing. Three existing. Five existing. One existing. Three existing. Three existing. Three existing. 12 existing,. 0
resources affected by short | One proposed. One proposed. Two proposed. Two proposed. One proposed. One proposed. Three proposed. One proposed.
term occupancy of
roperty.
Construction: number of One existing. One existing. 0 0 One existing. 0 0 0 0
resources affected by short
term traffic impacts.
Operations: number of Three existing. Three existing. Four existing. One existing. Three existing. Two existing. 0 12 existing. 0
resources affected by long
term noise impacts.
Operations: number of 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
resources affected by long
term air quality impacts.
Operations Construction: Three existing. Three existing. Five existing. One existing. Three existing. One existing. Three existing. 12 existing. 0
number of resources One proposed. One proposed. Two proposed. Two proposed. One proposed. Two proposed. Three proposed. One proposed.
affected by permanent
acquisition of property.
Operations: number of 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
resources affected by long
term traffic impacts.
Operations: number of Two existing. Two existing. Three proposed. Three proposed. Two existing One existing. 0 0 0
resources affected by long | One proposed. One proposed. One proposed. Three proposed.
term visual impacts.
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SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR Executive Summary
TABLE ES.6-1
SUMMARY OF ADVERSE IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION
Impacts | FEC-M FEC-W | CcC CC-ALPV A7C-FEC-M | A7C-ALPV | AIO 1-5 | No Action
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO FLOODPLAINS, WATERWAYS AND HYDROLOGIC SYSTEMS
Floodplain Encroachment Temporary adverse Temporary adverse Adverse impacts at the Adverse impacts at the Temporary adverse Adverse impacts occur | Temporary adverse Temporary adverse No impacts.
impacts due to impacts due to Cariada Chiquita and Cariada Chiquita impacts due to at the east-west impacts due to impacts due to
construction will be construction will be Segunda Deshecha Cafiada | crossing are likely; construction will be connector crossing at construction will be construction will be
minimized through minimized through crossings are likely; however, the culvert at | minimized through Cafiada Chiquita due to | munimized through minimized through
implementation of a implementation of a however the culverts at this location has not implementation of a the highway implementation of a implementation of a
SWPPP. SWPPP. these locations have not been designed. It is SWPPP. embankment fill SWPPP. ' SWPPP.
been designed. Itis anticipated that the encroaching onto the
anticipated that the design | design will include easterly floodplain of
will include PDFs to PDFs to minimize the creek.
minimize adverse impacts. | adverse impacts.
The culvert at the
Severe encroachment on Severe encroachment on Segunda Deshecha
Cafiada Chiquita just north | Cafiada Chiquita just Cafiada crossing has not
of the San Juan Creek north of the San Juan been designed; however
confluence results in Creck confluence it is anticipated that the
adverse impacts that could | results in adverse design will not result in
only be avoided by major impacts that could only adverse impacts.
re-design. be avoided by major re-
design.
Temporary adverse
impacts due to Temporary adverse
construction will be impacts due to
minimized through construction will be
implementation of a minimized through
SWPPP. implementation of a
SWPPP.
Impacts to Residential, No adverse impacts to No adverse impacts to No adverse impacts. No adverse impacts. No adverse impacts to No adverse impacts. No adverse impacts. No adverse impacts. No impacts.
Non-Residential and Cariada Gobemadora, Cafiada Gobernadora San Juan Creek.
Cropland San Juan Creek and and San Juan Creek.
Cristianitos Creek. San Mateo Creek:
San Mateo Creek: minor impacts to
San Mateo Creek: minor impacts to agricultural buildings,
minor impacts to agricultural buildings, potable water wells and
agricultural buildings, potable water wells and cropland which are in
potable water wells and | cropland which are in the existing floodplain.
cropland which are in the existing floodplain.
the existing floodplain. San Onofre Creek:
San Onofre Creek: minor impacts to the
San Onofre Creek: minor impacts to the existing access road
minor impacts to the existing access road under I-5 which is in the
existing access road under I-5 which is in the existing floodplain.
under [-5 which is in the | existing floodplain.
existing floodplain.
Impacts Due to Scouring No adverse impacts. No adverse impacts. It is anticipated that the It is anticipated that the | No adverse impacts. No adverse impacts to No adverse impacts. No adverse impacts. No impacts.
Any minor impacts due | Any minor impacts due | crossings at Cafada crossing at Cafiada Any minor impacts due | velocity at the east-west | Any minor impacts due | Any minor impacts due
to localized bridge to localized bridge Chiquita and Segunda Chiquita will include to localized bridge connector at Cafiada to localized bridge to localized bridge
scour are addressed by scour are addressed by | Deshecha Canada will specific PDFs (such as scour are addressed by Chiquita; however, scour are addressed by scour are addressed by
PDFs. PDFs. include specific PDFs energy dissipater PDFs. scour may be a concern | PDFs. PDFs.
(such as energy dissipater | structures) to minimize as the alternative
structures) to minimize local scour. encroaches severely
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TABLE ES.6-1
SUMMARY OF ADVERSE IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION
Impacts FEC-M FEC-W CC CC-ALPV A7C-FEC-M ATC-ALPV AlIO I-5 No Action
local scour. onto a low flow channel
Severe encroachment on in Cafiada Chiquita.
Severe encroachment on Caiiada Chiquita just
Cafiada Chiquita just north | north of the San Juan
of the San Juan Creek Creek confluence
confluence results in results in adverse
adverse impacts that could | impacts that could only
only be avoided by major be avoided by major re-
re-design. design.
Impacts to Traffic during Minor impact to flood Minor impact to flood No adverse impacts. No adverse impacts. Minor impact to flood No adverse impacts. No adverse impacts. No adverse impacts. No impacts.
Flood Events potential of the Beach potential of the Beach potential of the Beach
Club Road crossing at Club Road crossing at Club Road crossing at
San Onofre Creek. San Onofre Creek. San Onofre Creek.
Risk Associated with Low risk associated Low risk associated Low risk associated with Low risk associated Low risk associated Low risk associated Moderate risk for Low risk associated No impacts.
Implementation with the crossings. with the crossings. the crossings. with the crossings. with the crossings. with the crossings. Segunda Deshecha with the crossings.
Carfiada.
Impacts on Natural and PDFs minimize scour PDFs minimize scour Potential adverse impacts Potential adverse PDFs minimize scour Adverse impacts due to | PDFs minimize scour PDFs minimize scour No impacts.
Beneficial Floodplain potential from erosive potential from erosive at the Cafiada Chiquita and | impacts at the Cafiada potential from erosive the east-west connector | potential from erosive potential from erosive
Values velocities and maintain | velocities and maintain | Segunda Deshecha Cafiada | Chiquita crossing could | velocities and maintain | crossing at Cafada velocities and maintain | velocities and maintain
beneficial floodplain beneficial floodplain crossings could be be minimized with beneficial floodplain Chiquita could be beneficial floodplain beneficial floodplain
values. values. minimized with PDFs. PDFs. values. minimized by re- values. values.
designing the highway
Severe encroachment on Severe encroachment on embankment fill such
Cafiada Chiquita just north | Cafiada Chiquita just that it did not encroach
of the San Juan Creek north of the San Juan onto the easterly
confluence results in Creek confluence floodplain of the creek.
adverse impacts that could | results in adverse
only be avoided by major impacts that could only
re-design. be avoided by major re-
design.
Support of Probable No potential No potential No potential incompatible | No potential No potential No potential No potential No potential No impacts.
Incompatible Floodplain incompatible floodplain | incompatible floodplain | floodplain development. incompatible floodplain | incompatible floodplain | incompatible floodplain | incompatible floodplain | incompatible floodplain
Development development. development. development. development. development. development. development.
Practicability of No significant No significant Site constraints limit the Site constraints limit the | No significant The east-west connector | No significant No significant No impacts.
Alternative to Any encroachment to encroachment to practicability of practicability of encroachment to crossing at Cafiada encroachment to encroachment to
Significant Encroachment | floodplain; therefore, no | floodplain; therefore, no | alternatives at the Cafiada alternatives at the floodplain; therefore, no | Chiquita could be floodplain; therefore, no | floodplain; therefore, no
alternatives need to be alternatives need to be Chiquita and Segunda Caiiada Chiquita alternatives need to be refined to minimize the | alternatives need to be alternatives need to be
addressed. addressed. Deshecha Canada crossing. A bridge addressed. encroachment of the addressed. addressed.
crossings. A bridge alternative would highway embankment
alternative would require a | require a minimum of fill onto the easterly
minimum of four bridge four bridge structures floodplain.
structures and extensive and extensive retaining
retaining walls. The walls. The feasibility of
feasibility of alternatives to | alternatives to reduce
reduce the extent of the the extent of the culvert
culvert and channels will and channels will
continue to be evaluated in | continue to be evaluated
final design if this in final design if this
Alternative is selected. Alternative 1s selected.
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TABLE ES.6-1
SUMMARY OF ADVERSE IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION
Impacts FEC-M FEC-W CC CC-ALPV ATC-FEC-M A7C-ALPV AIO I-5 No Action
Practicability of No longitudinal No longitudinal Results in a severe Results in a severe No longitudinal No longitudinal No longitudinal No longitudinal No impacts.
Alternative to Longitudinal | encroachments; encroachments; longitudinal encroachment | longitudinal encroachments; encroachments; encroachments; encroachments;
Encroachments therefore, no therefore, no north of the confluence of | encroachment north of therefore, no therefore, no therefore, no therefore, no
alternatives need to be alternatives need to be Caiiada Chiquita and San the confluence of alternatives need to be alternatives need to be alternatives need to be alternatives need to be
addressed. addressed. Juan Creek. An alternative | Cafiada Chiquita and addressed. addressed. addressed. addressed.
would be shifting the San Juan Creek. An
horizontal alignment to the | alterative would be
west, away from Caiiada shifting the horizontal
Chiquita. alignment to the west,
away from Cafiada
Chiquita.
Impact to Groundwater Impacts to groundwater | Impacts to groundwater | Impacts to groundwater Impacts to groundwater | Impacts to groundwater | lmpacts to groundwater | Impacts to groundwater | Impacts to groundwater | No impacts.
are negligible. are negligible. are negligible. are negligible. are negligible. are negligible. are negligible. are negligible.
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES
Construction: impacts Yes. Yes. No. No. Yes. No. No. No. No.
related to military sites
(USTs, other releases).
Construction: impacts Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. No.
related to past pesticide
and herbicide use on
agricultural land.
Construction: impacts No. No. Yes. No. No. No. No. Yes. No.
related to existing USTs,
LUST sites, auto service
stations, dry cleaners.
Construction: impacts Yes. Yes. No. No. Yes. No. No. Yes. No.
related to existing utilities,
waste water treatment
factlities, electrical
substations.
Construction: impacts Yes. Yes. No. No. Yes. Yes. No. No. No.
related to petroleum
pipelines.
Construction: impacts Potentially. Potentially. Potentially. Potentially. Potentially. Potentially. Potentially. Potentially. No.
related to asbestos in
existing bridge structures.
Construction: impacts None known; None known; Possible. None known, None known; None known; None known,; Possible. No.
related to aerially potentially could occur. | potentially could occur. potentially could occur. | potentially could occur. | potentially could occur. | potentially could occur.
deposited lead.
Construction: potentially None known, None known; None known; potentially None known; None known; None known; None known; No. No.
undocumented abandoned | potentially could occur. | potentially could occur. | could occur. potentially could occur. | potentially could occur. | potentially could occur. | potentially could occur.
oil wells or test borings.
Construction: 1mpacts Potentially. Potentially. Potentially. No Potentially. No. No. Potentially. No.
related to asbestos in
existing buildings.
Construction: potential for | Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. No.
releases and use of
hazardous materials.
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SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR

Executive Summary

TABLE ES.6-1
SUMMARY OF ADVERSE IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION

FEC-M

FEC-W

CC

CC-ALPV

A7C-FEC-M

AT7C-ALPV

AIO

No Action

Impacts
Construction: impacts
related to Prima Deshecha
Landfill.

No.

Yes.

Yes.

No.

Yes.

Yes.

No.

Operations: impacts
related to transport of
hazards associated through
areas not presently subject
to this risk.

Yes.

Yes.

Yes.

Yes.

Yes.

Yes.

No.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO PUBLIC SERVICES AND

UTILITIES

Increased risk of wildfire.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Blocked access to fire road
grid.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Reduced access for
medical emergencies
during construction.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Increased fire protection,
law enforcement and
€mETgency response times.

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Need for non-federal law
enforcement on corridor
through MCB  Camp
Pendleton.

Yes

Yes

No

No

Yes

Reduced capacity and
lifespan of the Prima
Deshecha Landfill.

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Blocked access in Prima
Deshecha Sanitary
Landfill.

No

During construction.

During construction.

During construction.

During construction and
operations.

No

Generation of excess soil
and rock material.

No

Initial: No
Ultimate: Yes

No

No

Yes

No

Relocation of part of the
existing Prima Deshecha
Landfill operations
facilities.

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Temporary loss of use and
permanent acquisition of
public services facilities
and utilities properties.

Parts of two electric
substation properties.

Parts of two electric
substation properties.

Parts of three school
properties; one public
service facility property;
one water treatment access
road.

One school property.

Part of one electric
substation property.

One school property
and part of one water
treatment facility and
access road.

U only: part of one
substation property.

Parts of one school
property and one
proposed school
property; one water
treatment access road
and one substation

property.

Parts of six school
properties;

three public services
facilities properties;
two electric substation
properties and one
sports field.

No

Short term potential
damage or interruption of
service during
construction.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Relocation /addition of
high voltage electrical
towers and large utility
poles.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
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SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR

Executive Summary

TABLE ES.6-1
SUMMARY OF ADVERSE IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION

Impacts FEC-M FEC-W CC CC-ALPY A7C-FEC-M ATC-ALPV AIO I-5 No Action
Temporary use and Yes Yes No No No Yes No No No
permanent acquisition of
part of a percolation basin
on MCB Camp Pendleton. o
Reduced capacity for No No No No No No No No No
€mergency evacuation. )
B 3 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO EARTH RESOURCES
Impacts related to geologic | No. No No. No. No. No. No. No. Not applicable.
and geotechnical
conditions. o
Construction: temporary Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable.
lowering of groundwater.
Construction: increased Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable.
disposal of waste material.
Reduction in natural Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Not applicable.
ground surface.
Construction: estimated cut | I: -14,307 (-18,714) I:-12,771 (-16,704) I: -11,600 (-15,173) I: -6,700 (8,764) I: -12,149 (-15,891) I: -33,300 (-43,556) -4, 800 (-6,278) -6,600 (-8,633) 0
in 1000s of cubic meters U: -16,732 (-21,885) U: -14,993 (-19,610) U: -19.400 (-25,375) U: -10,500 (-13,734) U: -14,192 (-18,563) U: -41,000 (-53,628)
(cubic yards)
Construction: estimated fill | I: 11,008 (14,398) I: 13,062 (17,085) I: 8,900 (11,641) I: 7,000 (9,156) I: 13,530 (17,697) I: 33,800 (44,210) 3,700 (4,840) 2,300 (3,008) 0
in 1000s of cubic meters U: 13,712 (17,935) U: 15,864 (20,750) U: 14,600 (19,097) U: 10,800 (14,126) U: 16,503 (21,586) U: 42,700 (55,851)
(cubic yards)
Total net in 1000s of cubic | I -3,299 (-4,315) I: +292 (+382) I: -2,700 (-3,532) [ & U:+300 (+392) I: +1,380 (+1,803) I: +500 (+654) -1,100 (1,439) -4,300 (5,624) 0
meters (cubic yards) U: -3,019 (-3,949) U: +871 (+1,139) U: -4,800 (-6,278) U: +2,310 (+3,021) U: +1,700 (+2,224)
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Number of paleontologically sensitive formations impacted during construction.
High sensitivity. 6 6 7 7 5 5 4 4 Not applicable.
Moderate sensitivity. 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 Not applicable.
Low sensitivity. 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 Not applicable.
Low to no sensitivity. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Not applicable.
Indeterminate sensitivity. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 Not applicable.
Operations: Indirect imnpacts Indirect impacts Indirect impacts associated | Indirect impacts Indirect impacts Indirect impacts Indirect impacts Indirect impacts Not applicable.

associated with the associated with the with the provision of associated with the associated with the associated with the associated with the associated with the

provision of access to provision of access to access to currently provision of access to provision of access to provision of access to provision of access to provision of access to

currently inaccessible currently inaccessible inaccessible areas. currently inaccessible currently inaccessible currently inaccessible currently inaccessible currently inaccessible

areas. areas. areas. areas. areas. areas. areas.
Beneficial effects: Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. Yes. No.
availability of new
information.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO HISTORIC AND ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Total recorded 20 21 19 15 19 13 (D) 13 18 0
archeological resources 14 (U)
potentially impacted.
Total recorded historic 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 12 0
resources potentially
impacted.
Use of Parts of Section 4(f) | Yes; one existing State | Yes; one existing State Yes; one existing Open Yes; one existing Open | Yes; one existing State Yes; one proposed Yes; one existing school | Yes; four existing No.
Resources Park, one proposed Park, one proposed Space, two existing school | Space, one proposed Park, one proposed regional park, two sports field, one school sports fields,

regional park, two regional park, two sports fields, two existing regional park, three regional park, two proposed trails and four | existing Open Space, three existing parks, one

proposed trails, one proposed trails, one State Beaches, one proposed trails and four | proposed trails, one potentially NRHP one proposed regional existing public golf
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SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR
TABLE ES.6-1
SUMMARY OF ADVERSE IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION
Impacts FEC-M FEC-W CC CC-ALPV A7C-FEC-M A7C-ALPV AIO I-5 No Action
NRHP eligible resource | NRHP eligible resource | proposed regional park, potentially NRHP NRHP eligible resource | eligible archeological park, two proposed course, two existing
and four potentially and four potentially three proposed trails, one eligible archeological and four potentially resources. trails, one proposed State Parks, five
NRHP eligible NRHP eligible NRHP listed historic resources. NRHP eligible school sports field and | proposed parks, one
archeological resources. | archeological resources. | resource and four archeological resources. three potentially NRHP | proposed trail, one
potentially NRHP eligible eligible archeological NRHP listed historic
archeological resources. sites. resource, seven NRHP
eligible historic
resources and one
potentially NRHP
eligible archeological
site.
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO FARMLAND
Total hectares (acres) of I: 23 (56) I: 34 (83) I: 18 (45) I: 18 (45) [:3(7) I: 3(8) I: 7 (16) 1: 0(0) 0(0)
farmland permanently used | U: 25 (60)) U: 34 (85) U: 22 (55) U: 22 (55) U:3(7) U:4(9) U:9(22) U: 0(0)
for the Alternative.
Total hectares (acres) of I: 124 (307)) I: 111 (275) [: 87 (214) I: 87 (214) I: 90 (224) I: 168 (415) 15(37) 1 (<1) 0(0)
agricultural preserves used | U: 134 (332)) U: 114 (281) U: 112 (276) U: 112 (276) U: 94 (231) U: 178 (441)
for the Alternative.
Other impacts to Impacts existing access | Impacts existing access | None. None. Impacts existing access | None. None. None. None.
agricultural resources. and operations and and operations and operations on RMV and
Camp Pendleton. Camp Pendleton. Camp Pendleton.
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES
| Construction: number of One proposed trail and | Two proposed trails and | Two proposed trails and 15 | Two proposed trails and | Two proposed trails and | Two proposed trails and | Two proposed trails and | Three existing and two | None.
temporary trail and two bikeways. three bikeways. bikeways. five bikeways. three bikeways. five bikeways. eight bikeways. proposed trails and 41
bikeway closures. bikeways.
Construction: temporary Yes; multiple. Yes; multiple. Yes; multiple. Yes; multiple. Yes; multiple. Yes; multiple. Yes; multiple. Yes; multiple. None.
sidewalk closures.
Construction: air quality One proposed trail and | Two proposed trails and | Two proposed trails, Two proposed trails, Two proposed trails and | Two proposed trails, Two proposed trails and | Three existing trails and | None.
impacts. two proposed bikeways. | three proposed 11 proposed bikeways and | four proposed bikeways | three proposed four proposed bikeways | one existing trail. one proposed trail.
bikeways. four existing bikeways. and one existing bikeways. and one existing
bikeway. bikeway.
Permanent acquisition of One proposed trail. Two proposed trails. Two proposed trails. Two proposed trails. Two proposed trails. Two proposed trails. Two proposed trails. Three existing trails and | None.
part of a trail. two proposed trails.
Operations: permanent One proposed trail. Two proposed trails. Two proposed trails. Two proposed trails. Two proposed trails. Two proposed trails. None. None. None.
visual impacts on trails.
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS
Affects on wild and scenic | None. None. None. None. None. None. None. None. None.
Tivers.
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO COASTAL BARRIERS
Affects on coastal barriers. | None. | None. | None. [ None. | None. | None. | None. | None. [ None.
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO THE COASTAL ZONE
Project lies in Coastal Yes. Yes. Yes. No. Yes. No. No. Yes. No.
Zone requiring a coastal
development permit and a
federal consistency
finding.
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SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR
TABLE ES.6-1
SUMMARY OF ADVERSE IMPACTS BEFORE MITIGATION
Impacts [ FEC-M FEC-W CcC | CC-ALPV | A7C-FEC-M l A7C-ALPV AIO 1-5 | No Action
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO ENERGY
Construction: substantial | No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. Not applicable.
short term increase in
demand for energy.
Operations: substantial No. No. No. No. No. No. No. No. Not applicable.
change in energy demand
[4].
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATED TO MINERAL RESOURCES
Reduction in availability of | Yes, slight reduction in | Yes, slight reduction in | Yes, slight reduction in Yes, slight reduction in | No impact to nearby Yes, slight reduction in | No. No. No.
or ability to extract mineral | area where resources area where resources area where resources can area where resources quarry operations. area where resources
resources. can be obtained. can be obtained. be obtained. can be obtained. can be obtained.
[4] Compared to the No Action Alternatives.
SOSB: San Onofre State Beach. PDFS Project Design Features
I: Initial. SCAQMD:  South Coast Air Quality Management District. CO: Carbon Monoxide
u: Ultimate. WoUS Waters of the United States NO,: Nitrogen oxides.
NA: Not applicable. SWMP Storm Water Management Plan. HC: Hydrocarbons.
LOS: Level, levels of service. SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan PM,,: Particulate matters.
RMV: Rancho Mission Viejo.
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SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR

Executive Summary

SUMMARY OF THE BENEFICIAL EFFECTS OF THE SOCTIIP BUILD ALTERNATIVES FOR OPERATIONS

TABLE ES.6-2

ANALYSIS SCENARIOS (A) IN WHICH BENEFICIAL EFFECTS OCCUR UNDER THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES

LOCATIONS WHERE BENEFICIAL EFFECTS OCCUR CC-ALPV &

COMPARED TO THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE JURISDICTION FEC-M & FEC-W cc ATC-FEC-M A7C-ALPV AIO I

INTERSECTIONS
Antonio Parkway & North River Road County 3 3 3 None None None
Avenida Empresa & Avenida de Las Banderas Rancho Santa Margarita 1,3 1,3 1,3 1,3 None 3.4
Avenida La Pata & Avenida Pico San Clemente 3,4 34 3,4 None None None
Avenida La Pata & Avenida Vista Hermosa San Clemente 1,3,4 1,34 1,3,4 None None None
Avenida La Pata & Camino del Rio San Clemente 34 3,4 34 3 None 3,4
Cabot Road & Crown Valley Parkway Laguna Niguel 3 3 None None 3 3,4
Camino Capistrano & I-5 southbound ramps Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano 4 4 4 None 4 4
Camino Capistrano & Junipero Serra Road San Juan Capistrano 1,34 1,3,4 3,4 3 34 1,34
Camino Vera Cruz & Avenida Vista Hermosa San Clemente None 1 None None None None
I-5 northbound ramps & Avenida Pico Caltrans/San Clemente 1,3,4 None 1,34 None None 1,34
I-5 southbound ramps & Avenida Pico Caltrans/San Clemente 3 None 3 None None 1,34
1-5 southbound ramps & Avery Parkway Caltrans/Mission Viejo None None None None None 1
I-5 northbound ramps & Avery Parkway Caltrans/Mission Viejo None None None None None 1
1-5 southbound ramps & Crown Valley Parkway Caltrans/Mission Viejo None None None None None 4
I-5 southbound ramps & Camino Estrella Caltrans/San Clemente/Dana Point 1 1 1 1 None None
1-5 southbound ramps & Ortega Highway Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano None None None None None 1
I-5 northbound ramps & Ortega Highway Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano None None None None None 1
I-5 northbound ramps & Oso Parkway Caltrans/Mission Viejo 4 4 4 None None 4
La Novia Avenue & Ortega Highway San Juan Capistrano 1 1 1 None None None
La Pata Avenue & San Juan Creek Road County 3 3.4 3 3 34 3
Marguerite Parkway & Avery Parkway Mission Viejo 1 1 1 1 None 1
Marguerite Parkway & Jeronimo Road Mission Viejo 1 1 1 1 None 1
Marguerite Parkway & La Paz Road Mission Viejo 1,3 1 1,3 1,3 None 1,3
Pacific Coast Highway & Camino Capistrano San Clemente/Dana Point 1 1 1 1 None 1
SR 241 northbound ramps & Oso Parkway Caltrans/Rancho Santa Margarita 1,34 1,34 1,3,4 1,3 None None
SR 241 southbound ramps & Oso Parkway Caltrans/Rancho Santa Margarita 1,3 1,3 1,3 1,3 None None
Valle Road & La Novia Avenue/I-5 northbound ramps Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano 1,3 1,3 1,3 1,3 3 3

FREEWAY (I-5) MAINLINE SEGMENTS
I-5 (Alicia Parkway to La Paz Road) Caltrans/Laguna Hills/Mission Viejo 1,34 1,34 1,3,4 1,3 None 1,34
I-5 (Avenida Pico to El Camino Real) Caltrans/San Clemente None None None None None 134
I-5 (Avenida Vista Hermosa to Avenida Pico) Caltrans/San Clemente 1 1 1 None None 1
I-5 (Camino Capistrano to Stonehill Drive) Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano None None None None None 1,3,4
I-5 (Camino Estrella to Avenida Vista Hermosa) Caltrans/San Clemente 34 3.4 3.4 3 None 1.3,4
I-5 (Junipero Serra Road to Ortega Highway) Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano 1,3,4 1,3,4 1,34 1.3 None 1,34
I-5 (La Paz Road to Oso Patkway) Caltrans/Mission Viejo None None None None None 1,34
1-5 (Ortega Highway to Camino Capistrano) Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano None None None None None 1,34
I-5 (SR 1/Camino Las Ramblas to Camino Estrella) Caltrans/Dana Point 34 3,4 34 None None 1.3.4
1-5 (Stonehill Drive to SR 1/Camino Las Ramblas) Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano 1,3,4 1,34 1,3.4 None None 1,3,4

FREEWAY/TOLLWAY RAMPS
I-5 northbound direct on-ramp at Alicia Parkway Caltrans/Mission Viejo None None None None None None
I-5 northbound on-ramp at Avenida Pico Caltrans/San Clemente None None None None 4 34
I-5 southbound on-ramp at Avenida Pico Caltrans/San Clemente 1 1 1 None None 1
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SUMMARY OF THE BENEFICIAL EFFECTS OF THE SOCTHP BUILD ALTERNATIVES FOR OPERATIONS

TABLE ES.6-2

ANALYSIS SCENARIOS (A) IN WHICH BENEFICIAL EFFECTS OCCUR UNDER THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES

Locations where Beneficial Effects Occur -

Compared to the No Action Alternative JURISDICTION FEC-M & FEC-W cc ATC-FEC-M rth e AIO L5

FREEWAY/TOLLWAY RAMPS (cont)
I-5 northbound direct on-ramp at Avd Vista Hermosa Caltrans/San Clemente 1 1 1 1 None None
I-5 southbound off-ramp at Camino Estrella Caltrans/San Clemente/Dana Point 1 1 1 1 None 1
1-5 northbound on-ramp at Junipero Serra Road Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano None None None None None 1,3,4
I-5 northbound on-ramp at Ortega Highway Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano None None None None None 1
1-5 southbound off-ramp at Ortega Highway Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano None None None None None 1
I-5 southbound off-ramp at Oso Parkway Caltrans/Mission Viejo None None None None None 1,3
1-5 southbound direct on-ramp at SR-1/Cm Las Ramblas Caltrans/Dana Point None None None None None 1,3,4
SR 241 southbound off-ramp at Antonio Parkway Caltrans/Rancho Santa Margarita 4 4 4 None None None
SR 241 northbound on-ramp at Oso Parkway Caltrans/Rancho Santa Margarita 1,3,4 1,3,4 1,3,4 1,3 None 1,3
SR 241 southbound off-ramp at Oso Parkway Caltrans/Rancho Santa Margarita 4 1,3 1,3 None None None

{a) The assumptions for each scenario are as follows:

Scenario 1: Committed circulation system with 14,000 du proposed RMV plan.
Scenario 3: Buildout circulation system with 14,000 du proposed RMV plan.
Scenario 4: Buildout circulation system with 21,000 du OCP-2000 plan for RMV.

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. (2003).
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TABLE ES.6-3

SUMMARY OF BUILD ALTERNATIVE SYSTEMWIDE TRAVEL TIME SAVINGS

Alternatives and Scenarios (a)

Total Hours of Vehicle Travel Time Savings

Per Day (b)
2025 SCENARIO 1
Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso
Parkway to I-5
FEC-M and FEC-W Alternatives 31,000
CC Alternative 29,000
A7C-FEC-M Alternative 32,000
Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso
Parkway to Avenida La Pata
CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternatives 17,000
Build Alternatives without the FTC-S Toll Road
1-5 Alternative 28,000
2025 SCENARIO 3
Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso
Parkway to I-5
FEC-M and FEC-W Alternatives 20,000
CC Alternative 18,000
A7C-FEC-M Alternative 21,000
Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso
Parkway to Avenida La Pata
CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternative 8,000
Build Alternatives without the FTC-S Toll Road
AIO Alternative 5,000
1-5 Alternative 20,000
2025 SCENARIO 4
Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso
Parkway to I-5
FEC-M and FEC-W Alternatives 34,000
CC Alternative 26,000
ATC-FEC-M Alternative 25,000
Build Alternatives without the FTC-S Toll Road
AIO Alternative 8,000
I-5 Alternative 22,000

(a) The assumptions for each scenario are as follows:

Scenario 1: Committed circulation system with 14,000 du proposed RMYV plan.
Scenario 3: Buildout circulation system with 14,000 du proposed RMV plan.
Scenario 4: Buildout circulation system with 21,000 du OCP-2000 plan for RMV.

(b) Compared to the No Action Alternative
Source: Austin-Foust Associates (2003).
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TABLE ES.6-4
SUMMARY OF 1-5 CONGESTION IN THE SOCTIIP STUDY AREA

Congested Percentage of
Alternatives and Scenarios (a) Daily Traffic on I-5 (b)

2025 SCENARIO 1

No Action Alternative 22.7%

Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso Parkway to 1-5

FEC-M and FEC-W Alternatives 6.7%
CC Alternative 5 1%
A7C-FEC-M Alternative 599,

Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso Parkway to Avenida La Pata
CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternatives 12.2%

Build Alternatives without the FTC-S Toll Road

I-5 Alternative 1.0%
2025 SCENARIO 2

No Action Alternative 28.6%
2025 SCENARIO 3

No Action Alternative 15.9%

Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso Parkway to I-5

FEC-M and FEC-W Alternatives 3.4%
CC Alternative 2.4%
A7C-FEC-M Alternative 3.29

Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso Parkway to Avenida La Pata

CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternatives 7.8%
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TABLE ES.6-4
SUMMARY OF I-5 CONGESTION IN THE SOCTIIP STUDY AREA

Congested Percentage of
Alternatives and Scenarios (a) Daily Traffic on I-5 (b)

Build Alternatives without the FTC-S Toll Road

AlO Alternative 11.3%

I-5 Alternative 1.0%
2025 SCENARIO 4

No Action Alternative 19.29,

Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso Parkway to I-5

FEC-M and FEC-W Alternatives 4.3%
CC Alternative 3.2%
A7C-FEC-M Alternative 4.0%

Build Alternatives without the FTC-S Toll Read

AlO Alternative 13.3%

I-5 Alternative 1.2%

(a) The assumptions for each scenario are as follows:
Scenario 1: Committed circulation system with 14,000 du proposed RMV plan.
Scenario 2: Committed circulation system with 21,000 du OCP-2000 plan for RMV.
Scenario 3: Buildout circulation system with 14,000 du proposed RMV plan.
Scenario 4: Buildout circulation system with 21,000 du OCP-2000 plan for RMV.

(b) Expressed as percent of daily vehicle miles of travel (VMT) on I-5 in the study area that is forecast to
occur under congested conditions.

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. (2003)
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TABLE ES.6-5

SUMMARY OF ARTERIAL SYSTEM CONGESTION IN THE SOCTHIP STUDY AREA

Alternatives and Scenarios (a)

Total Hours of Vehicle Delay
on the Arterial System (b)

2025 SCENARIO 1
No Action Alternative
Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso Parkway to I-5
FEC-M and FEC-W Alternatives
CC Alternative

A7C-FEC-M Alternative

CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternatives
Build Alternatives without the FTC-S Toll Road
I-5 Alternative
2025 SCENARIO 2
No Action Alternative
2025 SCENARIO 3
No Action Alternative
Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso Parkway to I-5
FEC-M and FEC-W Alternatives
CC Alternative

A7C-FEC-M Alternative

CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternatives

Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso Parkway to Avenida La Pata

Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso Parkway to Avenida La Pata

13,200
10,600
10,600
10,400
10,900
10,300
17,300
9,900

7,700

7,900

7,700

8,200
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TABLE ES.6-5
SUMMARY OF ARTERIAL SYSTEM CONGESTION IN THE SOCTIIP STUDY AREA

Total Hours of Vehicle Delay
Alternatives and Scenarios (a) on the Arterial System (b)

Build Alternatives without the FTC-S Toll Road
AlO Alternative 7,900
1-5 Alternative 8,300
2025 SCENARIO 4
No Action Alternative 12,500

Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso Parkway to I-5

FEC-M and FEC-W Alternatives 9,500
CC Alternative 9.400
A7C-FEC-M Alternative 10.100

Build Alternatives without the FTC-S Toll Road
AIO Alternative 9,700

I-5 Alternative 10,500

(a) The assumptions for each scenario are as follows:
Scenario 1: Committed circulation system with 14,000 du proposed RMV plan.
Scenario 2: Committed circulation system with 21,000 du OCP-2000 plan for RMV.
Scenario 3: Buildout circulation system with 14,000 du proposed RMV plan.
Scenario 4: Buildout circulation system with 21,000 du OCP-2000 plan for RMV.

(b) Expressed as total hours of vehicle delay during the AM and PM peak at signalized arterial intersections
in the study area.

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. (2003).
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TABLE ES.6-6
SUMMARY OF BUILD ALTERNATIVE POINT TO POINT TRAVEL TIME SAVINGS
Average Travel Times (b)
Alternative South Orange County  North Orange County  Non-Orange County (d)
No Action Alternative (a) 28-38 57-81 121-233
’ Reduction in Peak Travel Times (c)
South Orange County North Orange County  Non-Orange County (d)

Alternative Minutes Percent Minutes  Percent Minutes Percent
Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road from Oso Parkway to I-5 (a)

FEC-M and FEC-W Alternatives 5-10 18%-26% 8-12 10%-16% 11-17 5%-13%

CC Alternative 3-7 11%-19% 5-10 6%-13% 7-11 3%-9%

A7C-FEC-M Alternative 5-10 18%-27% 8-12 10%-16% 11-15 5%-12%
Build Alternatives with FTC-S Toll Road frem Oso Parkway to Avenida La Pata (a)

CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV Alternatives 2-4 5%-11% 2-6 2%-9% 3-7 2%-5%
Build Alternatives without the FTC-S Toll Road (a)

AIO Alternative 1-3 4%-8% 1-4 1%-5% 2-5 196-4%

I-5 Alternative 7-11 25%-32% 13-16 17%-25% 13-18 7%-14%

(a) The travel time information summarized here is based on Scenario 3: Buildout circulation system with 14,000 du proposed RMV plan.

(b) Expressed as the average 2025 point to point travel time in minutes during the AM and PM peak between I-5 at the Orange/San Diego County
border and three geographic areas to the north. The travel times are listed in ranges because the travel times vary between AM and PM and also
between smaller geographic arcas within the three areas that are summarized here.

(c) Expressed as the reduction in terms of minutes and percentages compared to the No Action Alternative in 2025 point to point AM and PM peak
travel times between I-5 at the Orange/San Diego County border and three geographic areas to the north. The travel time savings are listed in ranges
because the travel times vary between AM and PM and also between smaller geographic areas within the three areas that are summarized here.

(d) Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino and Ventura Counties.

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. (2003).
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TABLE ES.6-7

SUMMARY OF THE DIRECT AND INDIRECT ADVERSE IMPACTS OF THE SOCTIIP BUILD ALTERNATIVES FOR OPERATIONS

ANALYSIS SCENARIOS (A) IN WHICH ADVERSE IMPACTS OCCUR UNDER THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES

LOCATIONS WHERE ADVERSE IMPACTS OCCUR CC-ALPV &

COMPARED TO THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (B) JURISDICTION FEC-M & FEC-W cc A7C-FEC-M A7C-ALPV AlO I-5

DIRECT ADVERSE IMPACTS

Intersections
Antonio Parkway & Crown Valley Parkway County of Orange None None None None 3,4 3
Antonio Parkway-La Pata Avenue & Ortega Highway County of Orange None None None None 4 1,3,4
Antonio Parkway & North River Road County of Orange None None None None 3 None
Antonio Parkway & Oso Parkway County of Orange None None None None 34 None
Avenida Empresa & Avenida De Las Banderas Rancho Santa Margarita None None None None 34 None
Avenida Empresa & Santa Margarita Parkway Rancho Santa Margarita None None None None 3.4 None
Avenida La Pata & Avenida Pico San Clemente None None None 1,3 34 None
Avenida La Pata & Avenida Vista Hermosa San Clemente None None None 1,3 34 None
Avenida Talega & Avenida Vista Hermosa San Clemente None None None 1 None None
Avenida Vista Hermosa & Avenida Pico San Clemente None None None 1 None None
Camino Capistrano & San Juan Creek Road San Juan Capistrano None None None None None 4
Camino Capistrano & Stonehitl Drive San Juan Capistrano None None None None None 1
Camino Vera Cruz & Avenida Vista Hermosa San Clemente None None None 1 None None
Felipe Road & Oso Parkway Mission Viejo None None None None 34 4
I-5 northbound ramps & Avenida Pico San Clemente None 1,34 None 1,3 34 None
I-5 southbound ramps & Avenida Pico San Clemente None None None 1,3 34 None
I-5 northbound ramps & Crown Valley Parkway Mission Viejo None None None None None 4
I-5 northbound ramps & Oso Parkway Mission Viejo None None None None None 1
Los Altos & Crown Valley Parkway Mission Viejo None None None None None 4
Marguerite Parkway & Avery Parkway Mission Viejo None None None None None 4
Marguerite Parkway & Crown Valley Parkway Mission Viejo None None None None None 1
Marguerite Parkway & Jeronimo Road Mission Viejo None None None None 4 None
Puerta Real & Crown Valley Parkway Mission Viejo None None None None None 4
Rancho Viejo Road & Ortega Highway San Juan Capistrano None None None None None 1
SR 241 northbound ramps & Antonio Parkway Rancho Santa Margarita None None None None 3 None
SR 241 northbound ramps & Oso Parkway Rancho Santa Margarita None None None None 34 None
SR 241 southbound ramps & Oso Parkway Rancho Santa Margarita None None None None 4 None

Freeway (I-5) Mainline Segments
None -- -- T - - - - -

Freeway/Tollway Ramps
I-5 northbound off-ramp at Avenida Pico Caltrans/San Clemente None None None 1,3 None None
I-5 northbound on-ramp at Avenida Pico Caltrans/San Clemente Indirect 1,34 Indirect 1.3 None 1
I-5 southbound off-ramp at Avenida Pico Caltrans/San Clemente None 1,3,4 None None None None
1-5 southbound on-ramp at Avenida Pico Caltrans/San Clemente None None None 1,3 3.4 None
I-5 northbound direct on-ramp at Avd Vista Hermosa Caltrans/San Clemente None None None None None 1
I-5 southbound off-ramp at Avenida Vista Hermnosa Caltrans/San Clemente None None None None None 1
I-5 northbound direct on-ramp at Crown Valley Parkway Caltrans/Mission Viejo None None None None 3 1,34
I-5 southbound off-ramp at Crown Valley Parkway Caltrans/Mission Viejo None None None None 3 34
I-5 northbound on-ramp at Ortega Highway Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect 4 None
1-5 southbound off-ramp at Ortega Highway Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano Indirect Indirect Indirect None None 1.3.4
1-5 southbound off-ramp at Oso Parkway Caltrans/Mission Viejo None None None None 3 None
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TABLE ES.6-7

SUMMARY OF THE DIRECT AND INDIRECT ADVERSE IMPACTS OF THE SOCTIIP BUILD ALTERNATIVES FOR OPERATIONS

ANALYSIS SCENARIOS (A) IN WHICH ADVERSE IMPACTS OCCUR UNDER THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES

LOCATIONS WHERE ADVERSE IMPACTS OCCUR CC-ALPV &
COMPARED TO THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (B) JURISDICTION FEC-M & FEC-W cc ATC-FEC-M ATC-ALPV AlO 15
DIRECT ADVERSE IMPACTS (cont)
Freeway/Tollway Ramps (cont)
I-5 northbound on-ramp at Stonehill Drive Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect Indirect 1,34
SR 241 northbound on-ramp at Antonio Parkway Caltrans/Rancho Santa Margarita None None None None 3 None
SR 241 southbound off-ramp at Antonio Parkway Caltrans/Rancho Santa Margarita None None None None 3,4 None
SR 241 northbound on-ramp at Oso Parkway Caltrans/Rancho Santa Margarita None None None None 34 None
SR 241 southbound off-ramp at Oso Parkway Caltrans/Rancho Santa Margarita None None None None 4 None
INDIRECT ADVERSE IMPACTS
Intersections
I-5 northbound ramps & Ortega Highway | San Juan Capistrano 1 1 1 1 1 None None
Freeway (I-5) Mainline Segments
None [ - - ] -- -- — - -
Freeway/Tollway Ramps
I-5 northbound on-ramp at Avenida Pico Caltrans/San Clemente 1,3,4 Direct 1,3,4 Direct None Direct
1-5 southbound off-ramp at Camino Capistrano Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano 1,3,4 1,3,4 1,3,4 1,3 None None
I-5 northbound on-ramp at Ortega Highway Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano 1,3 1,3 1,3 1,3 Direct None
-5 southbound off-ramp at Ortega Highway Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano 1 1 1 None None Direct
[-5 northbound on-ramp at Stonehill Drive Caltrans/San Juan Capistrano 1,34 1,3,4 1,3,4 1,3 3,4 Direct

(a) The assumptions for each scenario are as follows:

Scenario 1: Committed circulation system with 14,000 du proposed RMV plan.
Scenario 3: Buildout circulation system with 14,000 du proposed RMV plan.
Scenario 4: Buildout circulation system with 21,000 du OCP-2000 plan for RMV.

(b) Locations where both direct and indirect impacts occur, depending on the Build Alternative, appear in both the Direct Adverse Impact and Indirect Adverse Impact sections of the table. In such cases, the following entries are used to differentiate between

direct and indirect impacts:

Indirect — Indirect adverse impact occurs at this location under the given Build Alternative. Refer to Section 3.0 in the EIS/SEIR for a more detailed discussion on the scenarios in which the impact occurs.

Direct - Direct adverse impact occurs at this location under the given Build Alternative. Refer to Section 3.0 in the EIS/SEIR for a more detailed discussion on the scenarios in which the impact occurs.

Source: Austin-Foust Associates, Inc. (2003).
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TABLE ES.6-8

SUMMARY OF DIRECT ADVERSE LONG TERM IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND
CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION FOR TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

Direct Adverse Impact and Impacted Scenarios (a)

Mitigation Measure (b) and Traffic Share Percentages

CEQA Level of
Significance After
Mitigation

Far East Corridor-Modified Alternative

None. I

None.

I Not applicable.

Far East Corridor-West Alternative

None.

[ None.

| Not applicable.

Central Corridor-Complete Alternative

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
I-5 northbound ramps & Avenida Pico under Scenarios
1,3 and 4.

No conventional intersection enhancements could be identified (traffic share
=19%).

Significant.

Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency:

[-5 northbound on-ramp at Avd Pico under Scenarios
1, 3 and 4.

Widen to a two-lane on-ramp (traffic share = 58%).

Significant.

Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency:
I-5 southbound off-ramp at Avd Pico under Scenarios
1,3 and 4.

Add second auxiliary lane from I-5 to the off-ramp (traffic share = 58%)).

Significant.

Central

Corridor-Avenida La Pata Variation Alternative

Long-range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Avd La Pata & Avd Pico under Scenarios 1 and 3.

Add second eastbound left-turn lane and convert second northbound through
lane to shared second through/ second right-turn lane (traffic share = 16%).

Less than
significant.

Long-range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Avd La Pata & Avd Vista Hermosa under Scenarios 1
and 3.

Add third eastbound through lane and second westbound left-turn lane (traffic
share = 22%).

Less than
significant.

Long-range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Avd Talega & Ave Vista Hermosa under Scenario 1.

Add third westbound through lane (traffic share = 37%).

Less than
significant.

Long-range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Avd Vista Hermosa & Avd Pico under Scenario 1.

Add westbound right-turn lane and convert third eastbound through lane to
third eastbound left-turn lane (traffic share = 31%).

Less than
significant.

Long-range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Cm Vera Cruz & Avd Vista Hermosa under Scenario
1.

Add third eastbound and westbound through lanes and second southbound
left-turn lane (traffic share = 10%).

Less than
significant.

Long-range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
I-5 northbound ramps & Avd Pico under Scenarios 1
and 3.

Add third eastbound through lane and second eastbound left-turn lane (traffic
share = 17%).

Significant.
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TABLE ES.6-8

SUMMARY OF DIRECT ADVERSE LONG TERM IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND
CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION FOR TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

Direct Adverse Impact and Impacted Scenarios (a)

Mitigation Measure (b) and Traffic Share Percentages

CEQA Level of
Significance After
Mitigation

Long-range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
1-5 southbound ramps & Avd Pico under Scenarios 1
and 3.

Reconstruct intersection as part of ramp improvement listed below to provide

separate southbound on-ramps from eastbound and westbound Avd Pico
(traffic share = 21%).

Less than
significant.

Long-range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency:
I-5 northbound off-ramp at Avd Pico under Scenarios 1
and 3.

Add second drop lane from I-5 to the off-ramp (traffic share = 36%).

Less than
significant.

Long-range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency:

I-5 southbound on-ramp at Avd Pico under Scenarios
1 and 3.

Widen to a two-lane on-ramp (traffic share = 6%). Less than
I-5 northbound on-ramp at Avd Pico under Scenarios significant.
1 and 3.
Long-range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency: Provide separate on-ramps from eastbound and westbound Avd Pico (traffic Significant.

share = 35%).

Alignment 7 Corridor-Far East Crossover-Modified Alternative

None.

| None.

] Not applicable.

Alignment 7 Corridor-Avenida La Pata Variation Alternative

Long-range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Avd La Pata & Avd Pico under Scenarios 1 and 3.

Add second eastbound left-turn lane and convert second northbound through
lane to shared second through/second right-turn lane (traffic share = 16%).

Less than
significant.

Long-range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Avd la Pata & Avd Vista Hermosa under Scenarios
1 and 3.

Add third eastbound through lane and second westbound left-turn lane (traffic
share = 22%).

Less than
significant.

Long-range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Avd Talega & Ave Vista Hermosa under Scenario 1.

Add third westbound through lane (traffic share = 37%).

Less than
significant.

Long-range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Avd Vista Hermosa & Avd Pico under Scenario 1.

Add westbound right-turn lane and convert third eastbound through lane to
third eastbound left-turn lane (traffic share = 31%).

Less than
significant.

Long-range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Cm Vera Cruz & Avd Vista Hermosa under Scenario
1.

Add third eastbound and westbound through lanes and second southbound
left-turn lane (traffic share = 10%).

Less than
significant.

Long-range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
I-5 northbound ramps & Avd Pico under Scenarios
1 and 3.

Add third eastbound through lane and second eastbound left-turn lane (traffic
share = 17%).

Significant.
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TABLE ES.6-8

SUMMARY OF DIRECT ADVERSE LONG TERM IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND
CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION FOR TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

Direct Adverse Impact and Impacted Scenarios (a)

CEQA Level of
Significance After

Mitigation Measure (b) and Traffic Share Percentages Mitigation
Long-range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency: Reconstruct intersection as part of ramp improvement listed below to provide | Less than
I-5 southbound ramps & Avd Pico under Scenarios separate southbound on-ramps from eastbound and westbound Avd Pico significant.
1 and 3. (traffic share = 21%).
Long-rang peak hour LOS ramp deficiency: Add second drop lane from I-5 to the off-ramp (traffic share = 36%)). Less than
I-5 northbound off-ramp at Avd Pico under Scenarios significant.
1 and 3.
Long-range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency: Widen to a two-lane on-ramp (traffic share = 6%). Less than
I-5 northbound on-ramp at Avd Pico under Scenarios significant.
1 and 3.
Long-range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency: Provide separate on-ramps from eastbound and westbound Avd Pico (traffic Significant.
I-5 southbound on-ramp at Avd Pico under Scenarios 1 | share = 35%).
and 3.

Arterial Improvements Only Alternative
Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency: Implement at-grade improvement plan: add third eastbound and northbound Signtficant.

Antonio Pkwy & Crown Valley Pkwy under Scenario
3.

left-turn lanes and provide eastbound free right-turn lane (traffic share =
11%).

Or implement grade separated improvement plan: signalized control of all
intersection movements except northbound and southbound through traffic on
Antonio Pkwy (traffic share = 11%).

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Antonio Pkwy & Crown Valley Pkwy under Scenario
4,

Implement at-grade improvement plan: add fourth eastbound and westbound
through lanes and third northbound, southbound, eastbound and westbound
left-turn lanes, and provide westbound free right-turn lane (traffic share =
11%).

Or implement grade separated improvement plan: signalized control of all
intersection movements except northbound and southbound through traffic on
Antonio Pkwy (traffic share = 11%).

Significant.
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TABLE ES.6-8

SUMMARY OF DIRECT ADVERSE LONG TERM IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND
CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION FOR TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

Direct Adverse Impact and Impacted Scenarios (a)

Mitigation Measure (b) and Traffic Share Percentages

CEQA Level of
Significance After
Mitigation

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Antonio Pkwy-La Pata Ave & Ortega Hwy under
Scenario 4.

Implement at-grade improvement plan: add third eastbound and westbound
through lanes and third southbound and westbound left-turn lanes, and
provide northbound, southbound and westbound free right-turn lanes (traffic
share = 5%).

Or implement grade separated improvement plan: signalized control of all
intersection movements except northbound and southbound through traffic on
Antonio Pkwy-La Pata Ave (traffic share = 5%)).

Significant.

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Antonio Pkwy & North River Rd under Scenario 3.

Add third southbound and westbound left-turn lanes (traffic share = 12%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Antonio Pkwy & Oso Pkwy under Scenarios 3 and 4.

Implement at-grade improvement plan: add fourth eastbound and westbound
through lanes and third northbound, eastbound and westbound left-turn lanes,
and provide northbound and westbound free right-turn lanes (traffic share =
16%).

Or implement grade separated improvement plan: Signalized control of all
intersection movements except northbound and southbound through traffic on
Antonio Pkwy (traffic share = 16%).

Significant.

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Avd Empresa & Avd De Las Banderas under Scenarios
3 and 4. '

Add second eastbound left-turn lane (traffic share = 2%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Avd Empresa & Santa Margarita Pkwy under
Scenarios 3 and 4.

Convert eastbound right-turn lane to a free right-turn lane and add northbound
shared third left-turn lane/through lane (traffic share = 4%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Avd La Pata & Avd Pico under Scenarios 3 and 4.

Implement at-grade improvement plan: add third northbound through lane
and second and third eastbound left-turn lanes, and provide westbound free
right-turn lane (traffic share = 26%).

Or implement grade separated improvement plan: signalized control of all
intersection movements except eastbound and westbound through traffic on
Avd Pico (traffic share = 26%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Avd La Pata & Avd Vista Hermosa under Scenarios 3
and 4.

Add fourth southbound through lane, second southbound, eastbound and
westbound left-turn lanes, and westbound right-turn lane (traffic share =
16%).

Less than
sigmificant.
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TABLE ES.6-8

SUMMARY OF DIRECT ADVERSE LONG TERM IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND
CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION FOR TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

Direct Adverse Impact and Impacted Scenarios (a)

Mitigation Measure (b) and Traffic Share Percentages

CEQA Level of
Significance After
Mitigation

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Felipe Rd & Oso Pkwy under Scenarios 3 and 4.

Add fourth eastbound and westbound through lanes and second southbound
left-turn lane, and convert second northbound through lane to shared second
through/second right-turn lane (traffic share = 4%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
I-5 northbound ramps & Avd Pico under Scenarios 3
and 4.

Add third eastbound through lane (traffic share = 8%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:

I-5 southbound ramps & Avd Pico under Scenarios 3
and 4.

Add second westbound left-turn lane (traffic share = 13%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
Marguerite Pkwy & Jeronimo Rd under Scenario 4.

Add second northbound left-turn lane (traffic share = 6%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
SR 241 northbound ramps & Antonio Pkwy under
Scenario 3.

Convert third westbound through lane to shared third through/second right-
turn lane (traffic share = 3%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
SR 241 northbound ramps & Oso Pkwy under
Scenarios 3 and 4.

Add third westbound through lane, second eastbound left-turn lane, and
second eastbound right-turn lane (traffic share = 14%).

Significant.

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:
SR 241 southbound ramps & Oso Pkwy under
Scenario 4.

Add third eastbound through lane (traffic share = 17%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency:
I-5 southbound on-ramp at Avd Pico under Scenarios
3 and 4.

Widen to a two-lane on-ramp (traffic share = 22%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency:
1-5 northbound direct on-ramp at Crown Valley Pkwy
under Scenario 3.

Widen to a two-lane on-ramp (traffic share = 6%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency:
1-5 southbound off-ramp at Crown Valley Pkwy under
Scenario 3.

Add second auxiliary lane from I-5 to the off-ramp (traffic share = 5%).

Significant.

Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency:
1-5 northbound on-ramp at Ortega Hwy under
Scenario 4.

Widen to a two-lane on-ramp or provide separate on-ramps from eastbound
and westbound Ortega Hwy (traffic share = 5%)).

Less than
significant.
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TABLE ES.6-8

SUMMARY OF DIRECT ADVERSE LONG TERM IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND
CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION FOR TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

Direct Adverse Impact and Impacted Scenarios (a)

Mitigation Measure (b) and Traffic Share Percentages

CEQA Level of
Significance After
Mitigation

Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency:
I-5 southbound off-ramp at Oso Pkwy under
Scenario 3.

Add second drop lane from I-5 to the off-ramp (traffic share = 2%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency:
SR 241 northbound on-ramp at Antonio Pkwy under
Scenario 3.

Widen ramp toll plaza to provide two cash (stopped) lanes and two FasTrak
(unstopped) lanes (traffic share = 4%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency:
SR 241 southbound off-ramp at Antonio Pkwy under
Scenarios 3 and 4.

Widen ramp toll plaza to provide two cash (stopped) lanes and two FasTrak
(unstopped) lanes (traffic share = 6%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency:
SR 241 northbound on-ramp at Oso Pkwy under
Scenarios 3 and 4.

Widen ramp toll plaza to provide two cash.(stopped) lanes and two FasTrak
(unstopped) lanes (traffic share = 18%).

Significant.

Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency:
SR 241 southbound off-ramp at Oso Pkwy under
Scenario 4.

Widen ramp toll plaza to provide two cash (stopped) lanes and two FasTrak
(unstopped) lanes (traffic share = 21%).

Less than
significant.

1-5 Widening Alternative

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency:

Antonio Pkwy-La Pata Ave & Ortega Hwy under
Scenarios 1 and 3.

Add fourth southbound through lane and third eastbound left-turn lane (traffic | Less than
Antonio Pkwy & Crown Valley Pkwy under Scenario share = 2%). significant.
3.
Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency: Provide southbound free right-turn lane (traffic share = 2%). Less than

significant.

Cm Capistrano & Stonehill Dr under Scenario 1.

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency: Convert second northbound through lane to shared second through/second Significant.
Antonio Pkwy-La Pata Ave & Ortega Hwy under right-turn lane (traffic share = 2%).

Scenario 4,

Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency: Convert second northbound through lane to shared second through/second Less than
Cm Capistrano & San Juan Creek Rd under Scenario 4. | right-turn lane (traffic share = 10%). significant.
Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency: Add second eastbound through lane and northbound right-turn lane, and Less than

convert second southbound through lane to shared second through/second
right-turn lane (traffic share = 8%).

significant.
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TABLE ES.6-8

SUMMARY OF DIRECT ADVERSE LONG TERM IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND
CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION FOR TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

Direct Adverse Impact and Impacted Scenarios (a)

CEQA Level of
Significance After

1-5 northbound direct on-ramp at Avd Vista Hermosa
under Scenario 1.

Mitigation Measure (b) and Traffic Share Percentages Mitigation
Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency: Add fourth eastbound through lane and second southbound left-turn lane, and | Less than
Felipe Rd & Oso Pkwy under Scenario 4. convert second northbound through lane to shared second through/second significant.
right-turn lane (traffic share = 4%)).
Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency: Add fourth eastbound through lane (traffic share = 8%). Less than
[-5 northbound ramps & Crown Valley Pkwy under significant.
Scenario 4.
Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency: Add northbound shared second left-turn/second right-turn lane (traffic share = | Less than
I-5 northbound ramps & Oso Pkwy under Scenario 1. 4%). significant.
Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency: Modify southbound approach to provide a left-turn lane and a shared Less than
Los Altos & Crown Valley Pkwy under Scenario 4. through/right-turn lane and eliminate north/south split phasing (traffic share = | significant.
5%).
Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency: Add southbound right-turn lane (traffic share = 3%). Less than
Marguerite Pkwy & Avery Pkwy under Scenario 4. significant.
Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency: Add third northbound through lane and convert second southbound through Significant.
Marguerite Pkwy & Crown Valley Pkwy under lane to shared second through/second right-turn lane (traffic share = 2%).
Scenario 1.
Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency: Convert southbound through lane to shared through/second right-turn lane Less than
Puerta Real & Crown Valley Pkwy under Scenario 4. (traffic share = 3%). significant.
Long range peak hour LOS intersection deficiency: Add third eastbound through lane (traffic share = 2%). Less than
Rancho Viejo Rd & Ortega Hwy under Scenario 1. significant.
Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency: Widen to a two-lane on-ramp (traffic share = 5%). Less than
I-5 northbound direct on-ramp at Avd Pico under significant.
Scenario 1.
Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency: Widen to a two-lane on-ramp (traffic share = 4%). Less than

significant.

Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency:
I-5 southbound off-ramp at Avd Vista Hermosa under
Scenario 1.

Add second auxiliary lane from I-5 to the off-ramp (traffic share = 16%).

Less than
significant.

Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency:
I-5 northbound direct on-ramp at Crown Valley Pkwy
under Scenarios 1, 3 and 4.

Widen to a two-lane on-ramp (traffic share = 9%).

Significant.
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TABLE ES.6-8
SUMMARY OF DIRECT ADVERSE LONG TERM IMPACTS, MITIGATION MEASURES AND
CEQA LEVEL OF SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION FOR TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION

CEQA Level of
Significance After

Direct Adverse Impact and Impacted Scenarios (a) Mitigation Measure (b) and Traffic Share Percentages Mitigation
Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency: Add second auxiliary lane from I-5 to the off-ramp (traffic share = 11%). Significant.

I-5 southbound off-ramp at Crown Valley Pkwy under
Scenarios 3 and 4.

Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency: Add second auxiliary lane from I-5 to the off-ramp (traffic share = 9%). Less than
I-5 southbound off-ramp at Ortega Hwy under

Scenarios 1, 3 and 4.

Long range peak hour LOS ramp deficiency: Widen to a two-lane on-ramp (traffic share = 16%).
1-5 northbound on-ramp at Stonehill Dr under
Scenarios 1, 3 and 4.

significant.

Significant.

No Action Alternatives

Scenario i: 11 deficient segments of I-5 (E1 Camino None.
Real to Junipero Serra Road and Oso Parkway to El
Toro Road)

17 deficient freeway/tollway ramps (13 [-5 ramps and
four SR 241 ramps)

41 deficient intersections (27 arterial-to-arterial and 14
arterial-to-freeway/tollway ramps)

Scenario 3: 10 deficient segments of I-5 (El Camino None.
Real to Junipero Serra Road and Oso Parkway to El
Toro Road)

14 deficient freeway/tollway ramps (nine -5 ramps
and four SR 241 ramps)

27 deficient intersections (20 arterial-to-arterial and
seven arterial-to-freeway/ tollway ramps)

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Potential for Cumulative Traffic Impacts
No I-5 mainline segments in the study area are adversely impacted by the SOCTIIP build Alternatives. For the build Alternatives that include the FTC-S from
Oso Parkway to -5, no direct adverse impacts occur in the Alternatives with a FTC-S connection to I-5 via the Far East Corridor alignment (the FEC-M,
FEC-W and A7C-FEC-M Alternatives), and direct adverse impacts occur at the CC Alternative with an FTC-S connection to 1-5 via the Central Corridor
alignment (the CC Alternative). For the build Alternatives that include the FTC-S from Oso Parkway to Avenida La Pata (the CC-ALPV and A7C-ALPV
Alternatives), direct adverse impacts occur at 10 locations. For the build Alternatives that do not include the FTC-S toll road, direct adverse impacts occur at
19 locations under the I-5 Alternative and 24 locations under the AIO Alternative
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(a) The assumptions for each scenario are as follows:
Scenario 1: Committed circulation system with 14,000 DU proposed RMV plan.
Scenario 3: Buildout circulation system with 14,000 DU proposed RMV plan.
Scenario 4: Buildout circulation system with 21,000 DU OCP-2000 plan for RMV,
(b) Refer to Section 3.6 (Long Range Mitigation Measures) for detailed discussion of project mitigation.

Source: Austin Foust Associates (2003). .
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TABLE ES.6-9
PLANT COMMUNITY IMPACTS FOR THE INITIAL CORRIDOR, AIO AND I-5 ALTERNATIVES

-

Community FEC-M | FEC-W cC A(I:J(l?’V :‘Zg;, F‘E'éCM AT1O" 15"
Venturan-Diegan 426.00 409.66 192.79 177.34 189.69 379.44 74.43 2135
Coastal Sage Scrub (2.3) (172.40) | (165.79) (78.02) (71.77) (76.77) (153.56) (30.12) (8.64)
Other Scrub 0.83 0.83 3.57 0.00 0.38 0.83 0.00 294
(2.1,2.4,2.7) (0.34) (0.34) (1.44) 0.00 (0.16) (0.34) 0.00 (1.19) ll
Coastal Sage Scrub/ 19.52 15.64 36.73 30.40 14.77 8.45 23.45 0.00
Grassland Ecotone (2.8) (7.90) (6.33) (14.86) (12.30) (5.98) (3.42) (9.49) 0.00
Chaparral/Sage Scrub 20.12 9.75 7.17 7.17 0.15 9.75 5.13 0.00]I
Ecotone (3.1) (8.14) (3.95) (2.90) (2.90) (0.006) (3.95) (2.08) 0.00
Chaparral Communities 90.56 136.90 46.28 46.28 64.21 159.97 4.86 0.74
(3.2,3.3,3.7,3.12) (36.65) | (55.40) (18.73) (18.73) (25.99) (64.74) (1.97) (0.30) i
Native Grassland 88.96 33.46 9.93 9.93 5.65 23.53 0.36 0.00
(4.2,43,44) (36.00) | (13.54) (4.02) (4.02) (2.29) (9.52) (0.14) 0.00
Annual Grassland 218.13 186.68 496.04 285.40 274.01 166.05 342.27 0.00
4.1 (88.28) | (75.55) | (200.75) (115.50) (110.89) (67.20) (138.52) 0.00 E
Ruderal Grassland 42.80 33.06 15.57 5.77 2.04 27.52 27.22 49.25 t
(4.6) (17.32) | (13.38) (6.30) (2.34) (0.82) (11.14) (11.02) (19.93)
Vernal Pools, Seeps, 2.05 1.86 7.86 7.86 2.70 0.09 0.19 0.14
& Wet Meadows (5.0) (0.83) (0.75) (3.18) (3.18) (1.09) (0.04) (0.08) (0.06) |
Marsh Communities 5.01 4.60 8.95 7.80 6.95 4.17 0.00 0.44
(6.0) (2.03) (1.86) (3.62) (3.15) (2.81) (1.69) 0.00 (0.18)
Riparian Herb and 2.76 5.54 13.54 10.77 3.27 0.62 5.88 350 f
Mule Fat Scrub (7.1, 7.3) (1.12) (2.24) (5.48) (4.36) (1.32) (0.25) (2.38) (1.42) 3
Other Riparian Communities 20.08 20.63 21.57 21.57 12.18 33.55 491 12.38 |
(7.2,7.4,7.5,7.6,7.7,7.8) (8.13) (8.35) (8.73) (8.73) (4.93) (13.58) (1.99) .01 ||
Coast Live Oak Woodland 25.21 94.91 23.74 23.74 30.29 119.79 0.50 0.05
(8.1) (10.20) | (3841) (9.61) (9.61) (12.26) (48.48) (0.20) (0.02) |-
Blue Elderberry Woodland 0.36 0.36 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.36 0.72 0.00 |-
(8.4) (0.15) (0.15) 0.00 0.00 (0.00) (0.15) (0.29) 0.00
Lakes, Reservoirs, & Basins 1.59 1.30 0.31 0.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 |-
(12.0) (0.64) (0.53) (0.13) (0.13) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 |
Water Courses (13.0) 5.60 1.25 18.89 17.43 2.55 1.70 1.51 9.48 :

(2.27) (0.51) (7.64) (7.05) (1.03) (0.69) (0.61) (3.84) I~
Cliff and Rock Communities 5.13 5.36 2.58 2.58 0.00 3.86 0.00 0.00 || _
(10.3) (2.08) (2.17) (1.04) (1.04) 0.00 (1.56) 0.00 0%‘;
Agriculture (14.0) 120.52 147.89 121.69 121.70 240.37 176.54 9.36 2.62 I~
(48.77) | (59.85) (49.25) (49.25) (97.28) (71.45) (3.79) (1.06)
Developed, Disturbed, 120.86 112.98 348.50 90.12 87.71 105.88 20235 | 1,171.68 {
Graded (15.0, 16.0) (48.91) | (45.72) | (141.04) (36.47) (35.50) (42.85) (81.89) | (474.18)
Total 1,216.09 | 1,222.67 | 1,375.71 866.16 936.93 1,222.11 703.14 | 1,274.56
(492.15) | (494.81) | (556.75) (350.54) (379.18) (494.59) (284.56) (515.82)J
t

" Data represent amount of plant community that will be impacted by each Alternative. Units of measure are acres (hectares).
@ The data in Tables ES.6-9 and ES.6-10 are the same for the AIO and I-5 Alternatives and are provided for comparison.

|
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TABLE ES.6-10
PLANT COMMUNITY IMPACTS FOR THE ULTIMATE CORRIDOR, AIO AND [I-5 ALTERNATIVES
. . CC- A7C- A7C- - B
Community FEC-M | FEC-W CcC ALPV ALPV FEC-M AlO™ 1.5
Venturan-Diegan Coastal 443.86 422.72 202.45 188.21 216.69 391.02 74.43 21.35
Sage Scrub (2.3) (179.63) | (171.07) (81.93) (76.17) | (87.69) | (158.25) (30.12) (8.64)
Other Scrub (2.1, 2.4, 2.7) 0.83 0.83 3.57 0.00 0.38 0.83 0.00 2.94
(0.34) | (0.34) (1.45) 0.00 | (0.16) (0.34) 000 | (1.19)
Coastal Sage Scrub/ 20.30 16.02 38.83 32.46 23.21 8.67 23.45 0.00
Grassland Ecotone (2.8) (822) | (6.48)| (1571)| (13.14)| (9.39) (3.51) (9.49) 0.00
Chaparral/Sage Scrub 20.40 9.88 8.13 8.13 0.18 9.88 5.13 0.00
Ecotone (3.1) (8.26) | (4.00) (3.29) (329 | (0.07) (4.00) (2.08) 0.00
Chaparral Communities 96.72 141.89 48.50 48.50 69.15 158.93 4.86 0.74
(3.2,3.3.3.7,3.12) (39.14) | (57.42) (19.63) (19.63) | (27.99) (64.32) (1.97) (0.30)
Native Grassland 98.04 34.99 10.18 10.18 6.15 23.55 0.36 0.00
(4.2,4.3,4.4) (39.68) | (14.16) (4.12) (4.12) | (2.49) (9.53) (0.14) 0.00
Annual Grassland (4.1) 228.48 193.47 525.97 326.14 | 316.72 172.50 34227 0.00
(92.47) | (78.30) | (212.86) | (131.99) | (128.18) | (69.81) | (138.52) 0.00
Ruderal Grassland (4.6) 43.40 33.67 16.29 6.49 2.16 28.03 27.22 49.25
(17.56) | (13.63) (6.59) (2.63) | (0.87) | (11.34)| (11.02) | (19.93)
Vemal Pools, Seeps, 2.17 1.98 8.71 8.71 4.62 0.09 0.19 0.14
& Wet Meadows (5.0) (0.88) (0.80) (3.52) (3.52) (1.87) (0.04) (0.08) (0.06)
Marsh Communities (6.0) 5.20 4.61 11.51 9.59 10.00 4.38 0.00 0.44
(2.10) (1.87) (4.66) (3.88) (4.05) (1.77) 0.00 (0.18)
Riparian Herb and Mule Fat 2.98 6.50 14.47 13.46 4.69 0.71 5.88 3.50
Scrub (7.1, 7.3) (1.21) (2.63) (5.86) (5.45) (1.90) (0.29) (2.38) (1.42)
Other Riparian Communities 21.87 21.45 23.16 23.16 14.67 33.91 4.91 12.38
(7.2,7.4,7.5,7.6,7.7,7.8) (8.85) (8.68) (9.37) 9.37) (5.94) (13.72) (1.99) (5.01)
Coast Live Oak 27.31 98.34 24.67 24.67 33.77 118.59 0.50 0.05
Woodland (8.1) (11.05) | (39.80) (9.99) (9.99) | (13.67) (47.99) (0.20) (0.02)
Blue Elderberry 0.37 0.37 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.37 0.72 0.00
Woodland (8.4) (0.15) (0.15) (0.00) (0.00) 0.00 (0.15) (0:29) 0.00
Lakes, Reservoirs, 1.69 1.30 0.34 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
& Basins (12.0) (0.68) (0.53) (0.14) (0.14) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Water Courses (13.0) 7.07 1.25 19.23 17.73 3.00 1.83 1.51 9.48
(2.86) (0.51) (7.78) (7.18) (1.21) (0.74) (0.61) (3.84)
Cliff and Rock 541 5.54 2.49 2.49 0.00 3.98 0.00 0.00
Communities (10.3) (2.19) (2.24) (1.01) (1.01) 0.00 (1.61) 0.00 0.00
Agriculture (14.0) 125.50 150.06 141.44 141.44 | 257.82 182.84 9.36 2.62
(50.79) | (60.73) | (57.24) (57.24) | (104.34) (74.00) (3.79) (1.06)
Developed, Disturbed, Graded 122.73 115.42 354.20 105.22 116.75 107.47 202.35 | 1,171.68
(15.0, 16.0) (49.67) | (46.71) | (143.34) (42.58) | (47.25) (43.49) | (81.89) | (474.18)
1,274.33 | 1,260.29 | 1,454.15 966.92 | 1,079.96 | 1,247.58 703.14 | 1,274.56
Total (515.72) | (510.04) | (588.49) | (391.31) | (437.06) | (504.90) | (284.56) | (515.82)

™ Data represent amount of plant community that will be impacted by each Alternative. Units of measure are acres (hectares).
@ The data in Tables ES.6-9 and ES.6-10 are the same for the AIO and I-5 Alternatives and are provided for comparison.
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SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE

TABLE ES.6-11

z| 2T z| ¥ z Zz 2 2, 2] 2|2 % =% z z n z
=s5 |55 sss|z3| 8| F|%s5| %5 (5<5| 55 |cs8| of| =8| 5| <5 3
DA D L EIDDER | OSE ] VA (-t =2 < - = =~ | = 1= He | @ % Ca w L= w &
Qe Qo | QS| VC|0828| 0w |88 | <« S8 ¥ | = S8 [Faen B I = < - o= e
HZ S | mo|lwmzZ3I| =S Z 3 ) D D OZ3 O e D A o | A7z 3 <3 A =3
e R S TN g s |OT8 | 0 |8 | €S| 8°8| Bs5] T8 S <& S
=1 Z =| g = E =l T2 | f s Tzl < &) <2 s 3 = 3
Species
Coulter's saltbush (Atriplex coulteri) ; g 2 ié 1428233 :é {428233 2 B . B B )
Thread-leaved brodiaea 5 54 3 23 ) _ ) ) ) 76 3 23 } ) )
(Brodiaea filifolia) 6 94 3 56 3 76 3 56
Catalina mariposa lily (Calochortus catalinae) 4 63 4 63 11 259 11 259 29 2501 3 14 B _ :
4 79 4 79 11 266 11 266 29 2501 2 14
Intermediate mariposa lily (Calochortus weedii
var. intermedius) 8 272 6 192 4 732 4 732 9 553 9 587 - - - -
10 323 6 199 4 737 4 737 9 833 9 621
Southemn tarplant (Centromadia [Hemizonia]
parryi ssp. australis) 1 338 1 338 14 29887 14 29887 1 736 1 389 - - - -
1 338 1 338 15 37484 15 37484 1 750 1 415
Many-stemmed dudleya (Dudleya multicaulis) 24 2724 19 1659 15 1122 15 1122 28 6055 15 1196 - - - -
26 2967 19 1659 15 1122 15 1122 28 6211 16 1228
Beaked spikerush (Eleocharis rostellata) - - - - 1 1500 1 1500 - - - - - - - -
1 1500 1 1500
Palmer's grapplinghook (Harpagonella palmert) 6 1820 3 102 - - - - 17 19785 1 42 - - - -
6 1820 3 102 17 19785 1 42
California juni
(J?nlzi;znrl;sj:;ll;;nica) ) ) ) ) ! 1 1 ! 2 2 1 1 ) ) ) .
1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1
Small-flowered microseris (Microseris douglasii
var. platycarpha) 8 1702 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
8 1828
Salt spring checkerbloom (Sidalcea neomexicana) - - - - - - - - 940 - - - - - .
1 1195
58 6982 37 2383 58 33984 58 33984 90 30654 32 2252 - - - -
Total 63 7458 37 2439 63 42333 63 42333 90 31359 33 2377

Note:  Impacts for the Initial corridor are located on top of each cell and for the Ultimate corridor are located on the bottom of each cell.
The number of populations and estimate of number of individuals of sensitive species located within the footprint. The numbers located in each cell should be used for comparing
Alternatives. However, population numbers will change annually due to climatic changes. Bold represents sensitive plant species that are threatened or endangered.
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TABLE ES.6-12
BRIDGES/UNDERCROSSINGS FOR WILDLIFE MOVEMENT BY ALTERNATIVE(1)

Bridges/Undercrossings @) ATC- AT7C-FEC-
FEC-M FEC-W CC CC-ALPV ALPV M AlO I-5
1 | Upper Cafiada Chiquita™® X X -- -- -- - - -
2 | Cafada Chiquita west'™ -~ -- X X -- -- -- --
3 | Cafada Chiquita middle™” - - - -- X X - -
4 | Cafada Chiquita east"”’ X X - -- -- X - .
5 | Canada Gobernadora'” X X - - - - - -
6 | San Juan Creek west® -- -- -- - - - X -
7 | San Juan Creek middle"” - - - - X X _ -
8 | San Juan Creek east"”’ X X - -- - - - -
9 | Conservancy North -- X -- - - X - -
10 | San Juan Creek/Cafiada Chiquita" - - X X - - - -
11 | Cristianitos Canyon'® X -- - -- - - - -
12 | Trampas Canyon'” - -- -- -- -- X - -
13 | Prima Deshecha Cafiada west -- -- X X - -- X --
14 | Prima Deshecha Cafiada east -- -- - -- X -- -- --
15 | Segunda Deshecha Cafiada - - - - X -- - -
16 | Conservancy South X X - -- -- X -- --
17 | San Onofre State Beach X X - -- - X -- --
18 | San Mateo Creek X X - -- - X - -
19 | San Onofre Creek!” X X - - -- X - -
20 | Cristianitos Creek'” X X - - -- X - --
Total by Alternative 10 10 3 3 4 10 2 0
""" Bridges/undercrossings are proposed as future wildlife corridor locations. The numbers for each wildlife corridor correspond to numbers illustrated on Figure 4.11-6.
"2 The X represents a proposed bridge/undercrossing to facilitate movement through wildlife corridor.
" Total of four separate wildlife corridors along Cariada Chiquita.
“"Total of two separate wildlife corridors along Cafiada Gobernadora.
“""Total of four corridors along San Juan Creek.
" Total of three separate wildlife corridors in Cristianitos Canyon.
T T olal of two wildlife corridors along Cristianitos Creek.
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SOCTIIP EIS/SEIR
TABLE ES.6-13
SENSITIVE WILDLIFE IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE
II Species FEC-M-I FEC-M-U FEC-W-I FEC-W-U CC-1 CC-U CC-ALPV-1 CC-ALPV-U A7C-ALPV-1 A7C-ALPV-U A7C-FEC-M-1 ATC-FEC-M-U | AIO | I5
" FISH
_Arroyo chub® | Gila orcutti X X X ] X X X X X X X ] X X | x
| REPTILES/AMPHIBIANS
1 Coastal rosy boa™ Lichonura trivirgata rosefusca X X X X X X
Cnemidophorus tigris
Coastal western whiptail®’ multiscutatus X X X X X X X X X X X X
Coast patch-nosed snake®™’ Salvadora hexalepis virgultea X X X X X X
Eumeces skilktonianus
Coronado Island skink” interparietalis X X X X X X X X
Cnemidophorus hyperythrus
Orange-throated whiptail”? | beldingi X X X X x X X X X X X X
- Red diamond rattlesnake™ Crotalus exsul X X X X X X X X 2 2 X X
San Bernardino ringneck
snake® Diadophis punctatus X X X X X X X X X X X X
San Diego banded gecko"’ Coleonyx variegatus abbotti X X X X X X
Phrynosoma coronatum
San Diego horned lizard® blainvillei X X X X X X X X 2 2 X X
Silvery legless lizard® Aniella pulchra X X X X
" Southwestern pond turtle”™ Clemmys marmorata pallida X X 1 1
{| Two-striped garter snake® Thamnophis hammondii X X 1 1 X X X X X X X X
Il Western spadefoot toad” Scaphiopus hammondii X X X X X 2 X X
BIRDS™
Common barn owl”’ Tyto alba 1 1 ! L
Cooper's hawk®™ Accipiter cooperi 2 1 1 1 1 1
Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis 1 1 1 1
Grasshopper sparrow Ammodramus savannarum 10 10 6 6 10 10 10 10 18 19 10 10 2
| Horned lark Eremiphila alpestris 1 1 1 1
¥ Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus 1 1 1
Prairie falcon Falco mexicanus 1 1 1 1
Red-shouldered hawk®’ Buteo lineatus 1 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1
Red-tailed hawk® Buteo jamaicensis 3 3 2 2 4 4 3 3 1 1 2 2 2 1
Rufous-crowned sparrow Aimophila ruficeps 15 16 11 12 4 4 4 4 13 14 10 12 2
Campylorhynchus
“ San Diego cactus wren brunneicapillus couesi 8 8 5 5 3 3 3 3 9 10 7 7
" Yellow-breasted chat Icteria virens 2 2 2 2 1
Yellow warbler Dendroica petechia
| MAMMALS
I Pallid bat™ Antrozous pallidus X X X X
Pocketed free-tailed bat” Nyctinomops femorosaccus X X X X
o Western mastiff bat”’ Eumops perotis X X X X X X X X X X
™ Data represents certain species or amount of species that will be impacted from each Alternative.
@ Potential impacts to these fish species (marked with an "x") have been determined likely (but not quantified) if occupied drainages are crossed at any point by a project Alternative.
) These species' presence (marked with an "x") is determined likely (but not quantified) based on the habitats present and data collected from transect/pitfall studies.
“ Impacts to bird species (other than raptors) are represented as the number of observed use areas affected.
 Refers to the presence of an active nest of the species.
I = Initial corridor.
U = Ultimate corridor.
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TABLE ES.6-14
SUMMARY OF DIRECT IMPACTS TO THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

CcC- ATC- ATC- ATC- A7C-
S FEC- FEC- FEC- FEC- -
Species cca| ccu | O | ALPV- | ALPV | ALPV- | FEC- | FEC- | AIO

M-I M-U W-1 W-U ALPV-1

U -1 U M-1 M-U

Thread-leaved brodiaca'" > 6 3 3 2 2 3 3
(Brodiaea filifolia) 54 94 23 56 76 76 23 56
Tidewater goby'” X x X X . . - - - - X X -
(Eucyclogobius newberryi)
Southern steelhead trout® X X X x . - - - - - X X -
(Onchorhynchus mykiss)
Arroyo toad"” 1 2 1 2 _ R - _ - - 1 2 .
(Bufo californicus)
Peregrine falcon” - - R R 1 1 1 1 - - - - -
(Falco peregrinus)
Coastal California
gnatcatcher'®’
(Polioptila californica 13 13 12 12 10 1 7 8 1 13 15 16 0
californica)
Least Bell's vireo” ; ; - - 1 1 1 1 1 1 - - 2
(Vireo bellii pusillus)

D Number of populations (top) and number of individuals (bottom), respectively.

) potential impacts to these fish specics (marked with an "x") have been determined likely (but not quantified) if occupied drainages are crossed at any point by a project alternative.
" Impacts are represented as the number of individuals affected.

“ Impacts are represented as the number of observed use areas affected.

I: Initial

U: Ultimate
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